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SENATE-Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
February 17, 1993 

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
prayer will be led by the Senate chap
lain, the Reverend Dr. Richard C. Hal
verson. Dr. Halverson, please. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, may we hear and heed 

the wisdom of proverbs. "Trust in the 
Lord with all thine heart; and lean not 
unto thine own understanding. In all 
thy ways acknowledge him, and He 
shall direct thy paths. "-Proverbs 3:5,6. 

The crises of our time are far too des
perate to trust in "the best we can do." 
As Thou didst guide our Founding Fa
thers through prayer and biblical in
sight, so guide the leadership of our 
Nation today. When Your servants 
have reached the limits of their best, 
lead them beyond to the transcendent 
wisdom of Proverbs. Give them grace 
to trust in the Lord with all their 
hearts, to not depend on themselves; to 
acknowledge Him in all their ways, 
that He may guide them in the right 
way to the right answers. 

In the name of Jesus who is Truth in
carnate we pray. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the standing order, the majority leader 
is recognized. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

morning following the time reserved 
for the two leaders, there will be a pe
riod for morning business until 10:30 
a.m., during which Senators may speak 
for up to 5 minutes each, with Senators 
BOREN and GRAMM of Texas eligible to 
be recognized for additional periods of 
time. 

At 10:30 this morning, the Senate will 
resume consideration of S. 1, the Na
tional Institutes of Health reauthoriza
tion bill. 

The Senate will be in recess today 
from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. for a 
party conference luncheon. 

And, of course, Mr. President, this 
evening, the President will come to the 
Capitol, to the House Chamber to ad-

(Legislative day of Tuesday, January 5, 1993) 

dress a joint session of Congress. The 
Senate will gather and walk to the 
House Chamber as a group at 8:30 p.m. 
Those Senators wishing to attend the 
joint session to hear the President 
should be present in the Senate Cham
ber by 8:25 p.m. to travel together as a 
group to the House at 8:30 p.m. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I re

serve the remainder of my leader time 
and I reserve all of the leader time of 
the distinguished Republican leader. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the time of both leaders 
is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the standing order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein under the order for up to 
5 minutes each. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum has been sug
gested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
COCHRAN] is recognized for not to ex
ceed 5 minutes. 

MAKING A COMMITMENT TO WORK 
TOGETHER 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, to
night we look forward to receiving the 
message of President Clinton as he pre
sents his plan for economic recovery 
and reducing the deficit to the joint 
session of Congress which will be meet
ing in the House Chamber. Leading up 
to this event, there have already been 
some outlines of the proposal made in 
radio addresses, a television address to 
the country, personal meetings, and in 
other ways, so that we are all ac
quainted at this time with the general 
outline of the President's proposals. 

I was very honored and pleased to 
have been called upon this past week
end to deliver the Republican response 
to the President's radio address on 
February 13. It is a little difficult to 

avoid prejudging the proposal with all 
of the information that has been made 
available to us, but I still have the 
opinion that whatever the President 
proposes should receive a very careful 
and full review by both Republicans 
and Democrats and that we should, as 
far as possible, refrain from making 
judgments before the speech is given 
about whether or not we will be able to 
work together to craft some final legis
lative product that will strengthen the 
economy and be effective in reducing 
the budget deficit. 

I think w-e all share those goals with 
the President, and the matter of work
ing together remains our commitment 
to the people we represent to be sure 
that the Government in Washington 
works for their interests and not 
against them. But we all have the same 
constituency, regardless of our party 
or whether we serve in the executive 
branch or the legislative branch. 

I hope we will all make a commit
ment to try as hard as we can to work 
in a constructive way to deal · with 
these problems that our country faces. 
I really think that a lot of fear and 
anxiety that we see out in the country
side right now is based on a view that 
our Government has not proven in the 
past that it listens as carefully as it 
should to the people, and that it works 
as well as it should to really solve the 
problems we face. 

I think we all have an obligation to 
help restore confidence in our Govern
ment's ability to solve problems and to 
work with the American people to help 
them achieve their goals and aspira
tions. These are challenges that both 
the President and the Congress face to
gether, and I look forward to working, 
as I know other Senators do, in this ef
fort, to try to make sure that the deci
sions we reach are sound, that they are 
good policy decisions, and that they 
serve the interests of the American 
people, not just the short-term inter
ests of a political party necessarily
but the genuine, legitimate interests of 
the vast majority of Americans. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that a copy of the response that 
I gave on February 13 to President 
Clinton's radio address be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
SENATOR THAD COCHRAN GIVES REPUBLICAN 

RESPONSE TO PRESIDENT CLINTON'S RADIO 
ADDRESS OF FEBRUARY 13, ON THE CLINTON 
ECONOMIC PLAN 

The president has now completed the selec
tion of his Cabinet and is preparing his first 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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address to Congress. While some are already 
writing his political obituary because of the 
controversies that have swirled around the 
White House during the last three weeks, it 
is not my purpose to add to the criticism or 
to try to embarrass the president. 

I want to extend to him a political olive 
branch, an offer of cooperation. The people I 
represent as a United States senator are 
tired of partisan politics as now practiced by 
many in Washington. What they would like 
to see instead is more of an effort to work 
together, with much less emphasis on party 
politics and more on finding common ground 
and making decisions based on the merits of 
ideas. 

There are naturally going to be programs 
and proposals the president will make that 
we will not be able to support. But his sug
gestions should get a fair hearing and careful 
consideration from both Republicans and 
Democrats. A full and open debate will help 
ensure that the final decisions serve the 
long-term interests of the American people, 
not just the short-term interests of one po
litical party. 

That is the test which I think should apply 
to any proposal the president makes. Self
righteous-sounding pronouncements, wheth
er about campaign reform or the economy, 
should be judged against a standard of fair
ness. That standard requires us to ask, does 
it serve the common good? 

With respect to the president's economic 
program, let me briefly offer two suggestions 
that I hope the president keeps in mind. 

First, we don't need new symbolic spending 
that adds to the budget deficit at a time 
when the economy is growing. In the fourth 
quarter of 1992, the growth rate was a very 
healthy 3.8 percent. Last year, our produc
tivity jumped 2.7 percent, the largest annual 
increase in 20 years. 

The American economy is stronger than 
that of any industrial nation. An economic 
stimulus package could do more harm than 
good if the result is more federal debt and 
higher rates of inflation. That means fewer 
jobs, also, rather than more. 

Second, to reduce the budget deficit, we 
should put the emphasis on spending re
straints and make new efforts to slow the 
growth of federal spending programs. Raising 
taxes or imposing new taxes will end up 
making the federal government bigger and 
more powerful, but it is not the most effec
tive way to reduce the deficit. 

Some of the new taxes would hit many 
Americans especially hard. The energy tax, 
for example, would create some real and un
fair hardships on those who have to drive 
long distances to work every day and on 
those who work in the transportation indus
tries. Republicans in Congress are ready to 
go to work with President Clinton to 
strengthen our economy and reduce the 
budget deficit. At the same time, we are 
aware that we have the responsibility to 
make sure the government works for the 
American people and not against them. 

Over 200 years ago, Thomas Jefferson had 
some sound advice that still rings true 
today. The government, he said, can do 
something for the people only in proportion 
as it can do something to the people. 

I hope that this year Republicans and 
Democrats will resolve to work together to 
solve the problems that face our country in 
a renewed spirit of cooperation. We can re
store confidence in our government only by 
demonstrating that we can make good policy 
decisions. We should try for a change to do 
what's best for America and not worry so 
much about who gets the credit. 

CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 
INTERSTATE IDGHWAY 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I was 
visited in my office yesterday by a 
good friend of mine who serves in the 
State legislature in Mississippi. Tom 
Cameron is a member of the house of 
representatives in our State, and he 
came to my office to deliver to me per
sonally a copy of a senate concurrent 
resolution which had been adopted by 
the senate and the house of representa
tives in our State. It was just adopted 
by the House yesterday, and so his visit 
was very timely. 

The subject of the resolution is the 
possible construction of a new inter
state highway that would connect Indi
anapolis, IN with the Gulf of Mexico. 
Interstate 69, as I understand it, right 
now originates in the State of Michi
gan and runs at this time through the 
State of Indiana to the city of Indian
apolis. 

In recent legislation, the authority 
to extend this highway still further to 
Memphis, TN, was approved and other 
language had been adopted in an appro
priations bill suggesting the highway 
ought to be carried all the way to the 
Gulf of Mexico. It is my hope that the 
Congress can look at and respond to 
this issue, and then authorize and fund 
the construction of a highway that 
would continue through Memphis, the 
Mississippi Delta, Arkansas, Louisiana, 
and east Texas to the Gulf of Mexico. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that a copy of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 511 as adopted by the 
State legislature, signed by Eddie 
Briggs, president of the senate, and 
Tim Ford, speaker of the house of rep
resentatives, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 511 
(A concurrent resolution memorializing Con

gress to ensure that the extension of Inter
state 69 from its current terminus at Indi
anapolis, Indiana, southwestward to the 
Mexican border is routed through the Mis
sissippi Delta region in the vicinity of 
Greenville, Mississippi) 
Whereas, Interstate 69 originates in the 

State of Michigan and is completed through 
the State of Indiana to the City of Indianap
olis; and 

Whereas, the 1991 Federal lntermodal Sur
face Transportation Efficiency Act, P.L. 102-
240, Section 1105(c)(18), designated Indianap
olis through Evansville, Indiana, to Mem
phis, Tennessee, as a National High Priority 
Corridor and appropriated $23,700,000.00 to be 
spent over the next six years on engineering, 
location and design studies on a portion of 
this corridor which extends Interstate 69 
southwestward from Indianapolis, Indiana, 
toward Memphis, Tennessee; and 

Whereas, the United States Department of 
Transportation Appropriation Act of 1993, 
P.L. 102-388, Section 351, extends this Na
tional High Priority Corridor from Memphis, 
Tennessee, through Shreveport and Bossier 
City, Louisiana, to Houston, Texas, where 
another National High Priority Corridor con-

tinues to Laredo, Texas, and to the Republic 
of Mexico; and 

Whereas, construction of a highway built 
to interstate standards along a corridor ex
tending from the City of Indianapolis 
through the States of Kentucky and Ten
nessee to Memphis, and then south from 
Memphis through the Mississippi Delta to 
cross the Mississippi River in the vicinity of 
the City of Greenville and continuing 
through southern Arkansas and northern 
Louisiana to the City of Shreveport, and 
then continuing through eastern Texas to 
the City of Houston, with potential exten
sion beyond the City of Houston to the Re- . 
public of Mexico would greatly enhance the 
economic well-being of the United States; 
and 

Whereas, extending Interstate 69 from the 
Great Lakes to the Republic of Mexico would 
create a free trade corridor from Canada to 
Mexico which would aid in the goal of in
creasing exports; and 

Whereas, the area in Mississippi, Arkansas 
and Louisiana through which the proposed 
route passes, including the Mississippi Delta, 
is economically depressed and would be vast
ly aided in its economic development by an 
interstate highway connecting this area with 
major metropolitan centers such as Detroit, 
Indianapolis, Memphis, Shreveport and 
Houston; and 

Whereas, the proposed highway would cor
rect the historic omission of the Mid-Delta 
region from the interstate highway system, 
an omission which has caused the area to 
suffer economically for the past three dec
ades: 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Mis
sissippi State Senate, the House of Representa
tives concurring therein, That we urge the 
Congress to take speedy and appropriate ac
tion to ensure that Interstate 69 will be ex
tended along a National High Priority Cor
ridor from Indianapolis, Indiana, through 
Memphis, Tennessee, and western Mis
sissippi, crossing the Mississippi River in the 
vicinity of Greenville, Mississippi, then 
through southern Arkansas to Shreveport 
and Bossier City, Louisiana, to Houston, 
Texas, and the Republic of Mexico, and that 
adequate funding to plan and construct this 
highway should be authorized and appro
priated. 

Be it further resolved, That copies of this 
resolution be furnished to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, the President of 
the United States Senate, the Secretary of 
Transportation and the members of the Mis
sissippi Congressional Delegation. 

Adopted by the Senate February 12, 1993. 
EDDIE BRIGGS, 

President of the Senate. 
Adopted by the House of Representatives 

February 15, 1993. 
TIM FORD, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum has been sug
gested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I think 
the unanimous-consent request last 
night gave me 10 minutes and I would 
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like to have an opportunity to use that 
time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order, the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
GRAMM] is recognized for not to exceed 
10 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. 

THE CLINTON ECONOMIC PLAN 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this 

morning I want to talk about the Clin
ton economic program, the national 
crisis we face with deficit spending, 
and about where we are and what our 
options are. 

I am sure, Mr. President, that many 
Americans were surprised by what they 
heard the other night. They heard the 
President in essence say to them that 
what the President said during the 
campaign was at variance with what 
his new administration will do. 

During the campaign, not once but a 
dozen times our President said that 
when he was talking about raising 
taxes, he was talking about taxing rich 
people, specifically those who had gross 
adjusted incomes as a family of $200,000 
or above. 

What has happened as we have moved 
from that campaign rhetoric to a con
crete proposal-which we will see to
night but which has leaked out through 
a variety of source&-is that that 
threshold of taxing has fallen from 
$200,000 to $100,000. Today it is down to 
$30,000. We all know that when you im
pose an energy tax you drive up the 
price of gasoline for every American. 
You drive up the cost of heating and 
cooling the homes of every American. 

So the President is now proposing 
taxes that do not represent some far 
away tax imposed on some rich person 
somewhere but taxes that impose a 
heavy burden on the people who do the 
work and pay the taxes and pull the 
wagon. 

What is equally alarming to me, Mr. 
President, is at the same time that the 
definition of who is going to be taxed 
has changed dramatically. The defini
tion of what is going to be done about 
spending has changed dramatically as 
well. 

In the campaign, the President spoke 
of $3 in spending cuts for every dollar 
of taxes. Then when the new Office of 
Management and Budget Director was 
before the Senate in confirmation he 
spoke of $2 of spending cuts for every 
dollar of taxes. Then last week the dis
cussion was SI in spending cuts for 
every dollar of taxes. That is now down 
into the 90 cents of spending cuts for 
every dollar of taxes and there is grow
ing evidence that this does not include 
the $16 billion of new economic stimu
lus spending which as I understand 
could well be sent to the Congress on 
an emergency designation. 

While not trying to be overly criti
cal, Mr. President, but as I look at the 

items that are at least contemplated in 
that economic stimulus package, they 
have the strange smell of pork to me 
rather than any kind of expenditure 
that would have a long-term impact on 
jobs. 

If in fact the spending cuts do not in
clude the additional spending, we 
might very well be down in terms of an 
initial commitment to about 50 cents 
of spending cuts for every dollar of 
taxes. 

One of the things that is increasingly 
clear is that when the President is 
talking about sacrifice, he is talking 
about taxes. I personally do not see a 
shared sacrifice in those portions of the 
program that I have had an oppor
tunity to see and review. When I hear 
sacrifice, ultimately the sacrifice is 
imposed on only one element of our so
ciety. That element is made up of the 
people who do the work, pay the taxes, 
and pull the wagon. 

I see absolutely no evidence, Mr. 
President, that the people who are 
riding in the wagon, the people who are 
benefiting from the Government, are 
being asked to get out of the wagon 
and help pull. In fact, as I look at the 
information that is now available, non
defense discretionary spending will 
grow substantially under this program. 
Defense will be cut, but the total level 
of Government spending will actually 
go up as taxes go up. 

I do not believe that approach rep
resents shared sacrifice. I also do not 
believe that the American people are 
going to support the program, at least 
as we have seen it outlined to this 
point. My guess is, unless I figure this 
wrong, we are going to have the Con
gress take action to reject the Presi
dent's program. 

Quite frankly I am concerned that as 
we go into this debate we should go in 
with one commitment. That commit
ment is no matter what happens to the 
President's initial budget proposal, it 
ought not to lessen our commitment to 
deal with the problem. If it turns out 
that the American people view a pro
gram that would raise taxes, impose 
taxes on retirees, impose taxes on 
working people, but would at the same 
time allow the Government to get big
ger, if the public ultimately rejects 
that as any kind of shared sacrifice to 
reduce the deficit, and if Congress re
jects it, it is important, Mr. President, 
that we come back immediately on a 
bipartisan basis to try to come up with 
another program. 

It is one thing to say that we reject 
the Clinton proposal. But I do not be
lieve that that finishes our work. If the 
proposal tonight reflects the informa
tion that we have been given over the 
last 3 weeks, I believe it will and 
should be rejected. But I think that 
should not be the end of the budget de
bate. It should be the beginning of the 
budget debate. 

Since we are going to be talking 
about a lot of issues as this debate oc-

curs, Mr. President, I wanted to just 
call your attention and the attention 
of the Senate and the public to two 
fundamental factors that often get lost 
in this debate. One factor has to do 
with what has happened to the Amer
ican people, and the American family 
budget as compared to the Federal 
Government's budget and the State 
government's budget. 

What I have done in a simple chart 
here is I have started in 1967, and I 
have plotted Federal spending in this 
blue line. What you can see is the real 
growth in Federal spending since 1967. 
If you look at this blue line, you can 
see that it is going in only one direc
tion. That direction is up. 

Then I took State and local govern
ment spending. That is the red line. As 
you can see, its direction is clearly up. 
But if you look at family income, fam
ily income even though it rose from 
1981 to 1990, has been basically stag
nant for the last 25 years. 

So when we are talking about shared 
sacrifice, which is a concept that I sub
scribe to, it seems to me that the peo
ple who ought to do the most sacrific
ing are the people who have benefited 
the most, and those are the people who 
are in, who run, and who have bene
fited from the massive growth in Fed
eral, State, and local government 
spending. 

The family has not been a beneficiary 
of this explosion in Government. In my 
opinion, as we look at the mix of how 
we are going to deal with the deficit 
problem these are numbers we should 
keep in mind. 

Finally, Mr. President, in an era 
where we are all talking about taxing 
rich people, I think it is important 
that we look at the facts in terms of 
the tax burden of this country, and 
maybe these numbers will be a little 
bit enlightening. In 1980, before Ronald 
Reagan ever became President, the top 
I percent of all income earners paid 18.2 
percent of all the income taxes paid in 
America. 

In 1990, they paid 25.4 percent. So the 
percentage of taxes paid on income by 
the top 1 percent of all income earners 
in America actually went up by 40 per
cent from 1980 to 1990. The top 5 per
cent paid 36 percent in 1980, 44.1 per
cent in 1990. So its share of the tax bur
den actually went up by 23 percent. 
The top 10 percent paid 48.8 in 1980; 56.1 
in 1990. Their tax burden went up by 15 
percent. The top 20 percent saw their 
tax burden up by 9 percent. The bottom 
60 percent of all income earners actu
ally saw their share of the tax burden 
decline by 20 percent. The bottom 40 
percent saw it decline by 33 percent. 

So, Mr. President, when we are talk
ing about imposing tax burden, I think 
it is very important that we remember 
that in terms of the effective tax col
lection people are already paying a lot 
of taxes, and when we are imposing 
taxes we are stifling the incentive of 
people to work and save and invest. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KOHL). Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. DASCfilE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. DASCfilE. I ask unanimous con
sent that the time for morning busi
ness be extended until 10:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC 
PLAN 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am 
amazed sometimes at how the col
leagues in this Chamber jump to con
clusions prior to the time they even 
have the opportunity to see the Presi
dent's plan. 

We have seen illustrations of that 
again this morning, as we have seen in 
the past, and I think it is unfortunate. 
I sometimes wonder whether it is par
tisanship or whether it is true objectiv
ity and concern for the proposals that 
lead people to come to the floor to 
criticize a plan prior to the time they 
have even had the opportunity to 
see it. 

The President has basically said one 
thing: He wants more jobs and higher 
income. He believes that we need to do 
that through deficit reduction and in
centives to make this economy grow 
again. That is what we are talking 
about here. He is going to accomplish 
it for the first time in a long time with 
honest-to-goodness deficit reduction, 
not the smoke and mirrors we have 
seen for the last 12 years, but using the 
most conservative numbers we have to 
come up with a plan that will work and 
restore the people's confidence in Gov
ernment again. 

That is what we are talking about 
here: restoring confidence; asking peo
ple who have benefited the most over 
the last 10 years to contribute the 
most; to ensure that this economy con
tinues to grow; to ensure that we begin 
dealing with the deficit in an honest 
way; to ensure that we get the kinds of 
jobs we need so badly; to ensure that 
we get the kind of growth that takes us 
beyond the pallid 2 percent we have 
seen over the last year. 

So if people want to criticize and 
lambast this plan prior to the time 
they have even seen the first word, I 
question their motives and, frankly, I 
question their judgment. I think it is 
important that we take a good look. 
The American people sent us here to do 
the job of making this Government 
work better. That is what we are talk
ing about here. If we cannot support 
this plan, then I think it is imperative 
that they come forth with constructive 

ideas on how to make it better, not 
throw it out categorically, not discard 
it entirely as just another plan that 
has no.merit whatsoever. 

Those who oppose it owe us the op
portunity to evaluate their proposals 
that they believe will be an improve
ment over that which the President 
will announce tonight. But I sure hope 
that we will analyze it and will care
fully look at all of its ramifications be
fore criticizing it, prior to the time we 
have seen the first word. Construc
tively we should work together to en
sure that we begin to address our Na
tion's economic and deficit problems in 
a forthright, constructive, and positive 
manner. 

RURAL HEALTH AND MANAGED 
COMPETITION 

Mr. DASCfilE. Mr. President, those 
of us in the Senate for some time have 
begun looking at the many different 
problems associated with health care 
in this country today. What strikes me 
most is when I look at the health care 
implications in rural America is "one 
in seven." 

One out of every $7 we spent in 1992 
in rural America and across this land 
was spent on health care. According to 
the Commerce Department, the Na
tion's health bill was $840 billion-that 
is 14 percent of our gross domestic 
product last year. 

Although we have heard it several 
times in the past, that figure is both 
surprising and alarming, especially 
considering that many experts tell us 
that by 1995, we will spend $1.1 trillion 
by 1995. 

One in seven. 
Perhaps even more alarming is that 

one out of every seven rural Americans 
today is uninsured. That is almost 9 
million people in rural areas alone, 
who are completely without any kind 
of health insurance whatsoever. 

Most people do not realize that the 
rate of uninsurance for rural Ameri
cans is significantly higher than that 
for urban residents. 

Of the remaining 53 million rural 
Americans, most are either uninsured, 
or pay expensive premiums that sap 
their meager incomes. 

A major question is just now emerg
ing from all of this: How will rural 
America fare with the health care re
form being considered this year? 

Although ·there are honest dif
ferences, it seems we-the Congress, 
the White House, the experts, and the 
American public-are beginning to 
agree on general principles that ought 
to guide our heal th care reform efforts. 

It also seems we are beginning to 
focus the debate on some sort of man
aged competition model as a frame
work for reform. 

About a year ago, · an influential pol
icy journal characterized this debate as 
being in the "waiting room of reform." 

I believe we have stepped out of the 
waiting room and into the operating 
room. But I am concerned, however, 
that we may be leaving rural America 
at the door. There are valid reasons for 
my concern. 

Quite simply, rural Americans do not 
have access to appropriate, affordable, 
and quality health care today. We must 
understand that, and recognize it. 

There are prevalent myths about 
rural America, from the romantic, bu
colic life of the farmer on the prairie to 
the invigorating, seaborne life of the 
Maine lobsterman. But that is only 
half of the truth. 

These are noble people, hardworking 
people, who are beset by major social 
and health problems-problems of pov
erty, poor nutrition, unsafe and dete
riorating housing, inadequate water 
supply, lack of transportation, and lim
ited medical resources. 

These problems are not unique to 
rural America, but they are more prev
alent, and they make the need for 
health care reform in rural areas even 
more critical. 

Rural Americans-compared to the 
Nation as a whole-are disproportion
ately poor, experience much higher 
rates of chronic illness and disability 
and, frankly, they even age faster. 

More and more, they are faced with 
the closure of hospitals and clinics, and 
an increasingly acute shortage of pri
mary care providers. 

Most are uninsured or underinsured, 
primarily because most workers are 
self employed and do not have em
ployer paid or subsidized insurance pro
grams available to them. 

Insurance companies have continued 
to abandon community rating of insur
ance premiums in favor of a rating sys
tem based on individuals or employee 
group risk factors. 

Many rural workers are considered 
high risk. The National Safety Council 
lists agriculturally related work as the 
most dangerous in the Nation. Farmers 
have the highest rate of hospitalization 
and the lowest rate of physician visits 
than any other occupation. 

Because insurance companies refuse 
to use community rating, which would 
spread the risk, farmers, heavy ma
chine operators, field hands, and for
esters are either excluded from health 
insurance, or pay sky-high premiums. 

As we develop a heal th reform plan, 
the unique characteristics of rural 
areas must be taken into account. 

Paul Starr, a Pulitzer Prize-winning 
sociologist at Princeton, is one of the 
Nation's leading health policy experts 
and a major proponent of a national 
health care system using a managed 
competition mechanism. 

Professor Starr has defined managed 
competition as an approach which har
nesses market forces to make them 
work to the good of patients. In theory, 
managed competition encourages pro
viders to form networks that compete 
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for patients on the basis of premiums 
and quality, rather than on the basis of 
who gets the healthiest patients. 

In theory, it holds that the quality 
and economy of health care delivery 
will improve if private health care net
works compete for consumers. 

Unfortunately, in rural areas, the 
paucity of providers offers few opportu
nities for real competition. Therefore, 
there are several things we must keep 
in mind as we enter the "operating 
room." 

First, any reform strategy must in
corporate substantial incentives and 
system flexibility to allow States and 
communities to determine their own 
health care priorities and preferences. 

Second, any health care reform strat
egy must recognize the extraordinary 
and imposing access problems that im
pede the delivery of health care in 
rural communities. 

Third, any reform strategy must en
able and require our education and 
training system to provide more pri
mary care physicians in order to meet 
the needs in medically underserved 
areas. 

I still believe that the principles and 
mechanisms in a managed competition 
model provide the most useful frame
work for reform strategy. The desirable 
features of a managed competition 
model need not be lost when it comes 
to rural health care. 

Indeed, there are models for how 
managed competition can be reshaped 
to respond to rural needs. For example, 
the Jackson Hole Group-including 
founding father of managed competi
tion, Alain Enthoven-is now in the 
process of developing a model for how 
managed competition can work in 
rural areas. 

This group proposes that the Na
tional Health Board create rural au
thorities that would be responsible for 
using subsidies to entice health net
works to rural areas. 

Competition would be among small
er, primary care, facilities, which 
would either be branch offices of urban 
networks, or independent networks 
that contract with other providers for 
specialized care. 

Some of the best minds in rural 
health care will be meeting in Little 
Rock to brainstorm ideas for how man
aged competition can work in rural 
areas. We should heed their conclu
sions. 

CONCLUSION 

The mechanisms that would make 
managed competition work in Boston 
could theoretically be modified to fit 
Redfield, SD, but it is going to take a 
heightened awareness of the diverse 
needs of different regions of the coun
try. 

Creating such a flexible, regionally 
sensitive, reform plan is an immense 
challenge, but a challenge we cannot 
fail to take up. 

Under the leadership of our President 
and the very capable chair of his na-

tional task force, his wife Hillary 
Rodham Clinton, I am optimistic and 
enthusiastic about our prospects. 

As nation I believe we are up to the 
task. 

There is work to be done. Let us go 
to it. But, as we step out of the waiting 
room and into the operating room, let 
us not craft a one-size-fits-all solution 
to a multifaceted problem. 

We need to ensure that rural America 
is not left in the emergency room. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is the lead
er time reserved? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. You have 
10 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Chair. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S STATE OF 
THE UNION MESSAGE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Amer
ican people are going to be watching 
President Clinton tonight, and they are 
going to be looking for leadership, es
pecially on the economy. They are 
going to be watching, as they always 
are, with skepticism, because they 
have heard speeches before by Presi
dents, Democrats and Republicans. 
They have heard discussions before by 
Democratic Presidents and Republican 
Presidents about dealing with the defi
cit. 

I guess in this case if the stock mar
ket is any barometer dropping 83 
points yesterday, it is rather disquiet
ing and indicates there is a lot of sell
ing to do if the President's package is 
as we have read about it in the news
papers or watched on television. Maybe 
not. Maybe it is not mostly taxes; 
maybe there are spending cuts. 

In my office yesterday and this 
morning we have had 900 phone calls. 
The ratio is 17 to 1, 17 to 1 against what 
these people understand to be Presi
dent Clinton's package. What generates 
someone in my State or someone-in 
fact we have heard from every State 
with the exception of Alaska as of last 
night. We may have heard from Alaska 
since then. What inspires or generates 
or causes someone to pick up the tele
phone and call this Senator or the Pre
siding Officer or the distinguished Sen
ator from Minnesota or anybody else to 
express their views? It is this new tele
phone or fax or letter democracy that 
the American people are beginning to 
understand and beginning to partici
pate in which I think is a great idea. 
They are beginning to feel in America, 

the real America outside the Beltway, 
that if enough people call and register 
their objection or support for anything 
that someone may be listening. Maybe 
it will be the President of the United 
States. Maybe it will be someone in the 
Senate or someone in the House. Or 
maybe a lot of us will be listening. 

So I think what the American people 
are saying when they called me yester
day maybe they are not ready to pass 
judgment. We should not pass judg
ment until we see every specific and 
every detail. But they are certainly · 
registering their skepticism, and I be
lieve that they are saying, in effect, 
that they want a balanced, common 
sense approach to deficit reduction. 

And I have to believe there are 
enough of us in this Chamber on both 
sides of the aisle who are willing to be 
responsible and I believe enough of us 
have demonstrated that in the past 
when it comes to tough decisions there 
will always be some who will only want 
to criticize and have no plan of their 
own, but I believe there must be a ma
jority somewhere if we have a bal
anced, commonsense approach to defi
cit reduction where you have the em
phasis on spending restraint, spending 
cuts rather than new taxes. 

I believe I can speak with some, not 
authority, but I think I understand 
that most people believe when you say 
tax the rich they are not going to be
lieve that you are only going to be tax
ing the rich-and keep in mind that 
people making $100,000 may be busi
nessmen or businesswomen, may be 
partners, may be subchapter S corpora
tions, may be sole proprietors, may be 
creating jobs, meeting a payroll, doing 
all the things that they should do-
they may not consider themselves rich, 
and some of these people are going to 
get to pay a lot of new taxes if what we 
hear is correct. · 

In my view the American people are 
saying to us, to the Congress, to the ex
ecutive branch, to every agency, "We 
want real spending cuts from you be
fore you ask us to pay more taxes." 
Maybe we will see those tonight. I un
derstand that maybe 150 different pro
grams will be cut. I do not know. I do 
not know how many are going to be in
creased either. If we increase spending 
that means more money on the deficit. 

One thing we all know around this 
place is it is not hard to deliver a 
tough speech on the deficit. The hard 
part is making the tough votes and 
putting it together so it is a well bal
anced, common sense approach to defi
cit reduction. 

There is nothing fair about raising 
taxes on the middle class. In fact, I am 
not certain there is anything fair about 
raising taxes, period, unless you couple 
that with tough spending cuts. 

So what maybe the people are talk
ing about when they call in they say, 
well, here we go; more business as 
usual, with Government from Washing-
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ton, from Congress, from the President, 
raising taxes, gutting, not cutting, de
fense, but gutting defense and not 
much else. 

So we will wait with great expecta
tion tonight as we hear President Clin
ton. 

The President has made it rather 
clear he expects this to be a Demo
cratic proposal. He must be expecting 
nothing but Democratic support. We 
have had no consultation with the 
President. We will meet with the Presi
dent this afternoon with the leadership 
where he will tell us what is in the 
package. That is not consultation. 
Maybe that is the way it ought to be. 
It has probably been done in the past. 
I can recall in 1985 when I was the ma
jority leader and we had a tough, tough 
deficit reduction package on this floor, 
I had one vote from the other side of 
the aisle, the late Senator Ed Zorinsky 
from the State of Nebraska, and his 
one vote made a difference, and we 
passed that package by a vote of 50 to 
49. If anybody wants to check on 
whether or not we demonstrated will
ingness to take on the deficit, go back 
and take a look at that package and 
take a look at some of the spending re
straints. 

So my view is the debt has not gone 
down. It is still about $4.4 trillion. The 
Bush recovery is well underway. Pro
ductivity is up 2.7 percent, the highest 
year in 20 years. The car sales are up 
the highest in 2 years. Growth in the 
last quarter is 3.8 percent. All these are 
things President Bush told us might 
happen. 

And I would just conclude by saying 
this: I hope we do not get into the pos
ture around here where President Clin
ton tonight is going to blame President 
Bush and President Reagan for all the 
Nation's problems without recounting 
that Democrats controlled the House 
all those 12 years and the Senate 6 out 
of those 12 years. 

So if we are going to start pointing 
the finger of blame, then I think it is 
going to be a disaster from the start. If 
there is going to be an effort to con
struct a good, common sense, tough ap
proach to the deficit, then the Amer
ican people are better off for it whether 
they are Democrats, Republicans, or 
Independents. So if President Clinton 
tonight hopes to pin the tail on the 
Bush and Reagan administrations, that 
would not be the way to start in his 
first 30 days. Congress also has a role 
to play and Congress has been here for 
the most part controlled by his party. 
So if there are problems, he ought to 
point that out, too. 

So I am one Republican who believes 
in deficit reduction. I stake my reputa
tion on my votes for deficit reduction, 
and I am prepared to make additional 
tough votes. But before we do that, we 
need to make certain we know what is 
in the package and we need to make 
certain it is not going to be top-heavy. 

I look forward then, with great inter
est, to hearing what the President has 
to say tonight. As Republicans-and I 
think I can speak for everyone on this 
side of the aisle-we want to be helpful. 
We think we can be helpful when it 
comes to spending cuts. We hope to put 
together a package of alternative 
spending cuts that might be used to re
duce some of the increased taxes. 

So we will be looking forward to 
working with Democrats in the Senate 
and the President of the United States. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Minnesota. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that morning 
business be extended for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WAIT AND HEAR WHAT THE 
PRESIDENT HAS TO SAY 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
was listening carefully to the words of 
the distinguished minority leader, and 
I thought maybe I would share my per
spective about this very, very impor
tant address tonight. 

We do not know all the specifics, so I 
think we should wait and hear what 
the President has to say in total. 

Let me just start out by saying that 
the minority leader mentioned the re
action of Wall Street. I think that, as 
a Senator from Minnesota, I am more 
concerned about Main Street, Min
nesota, and Main Street, United 
States, than I am about Wall Street. 

There is an old Yiddish proverb that 
you cannot dance at two weddings at 
the same time. And I will follow the 
advice of the minority leader and I will 
not make this a partisan. point, but I 
will point out that in the last 10 years
plus, we have seen an overall debt go 
from $1 trillion to $4 trillion and we 
have seen a deficit go from $70 billion 
to $350 billion. 

And I think people in Minnesota, I 
think people in Massachusetts, I think 
people around the United States of 
America are saying to all of us, regard
less of party background: You all can
not talk about reducing the deficit, and 
talk about investing in children and 
education, and talk about health care, 
and talk about job training, and talk 
about investment in the economy with
out talking honestly about where the 
resources are going to come from. That 
is dancing at two weddings at the same 
time. 

I believe, as I understand what Presi
dent Clinton is going to propose to our 
Nation, the most important feature 
perhaps is that we will finally-and I 

think it is long overdue-have some 
fairness when it comes to who will pay 
the additional revenue. That is a wel
come change from what we have been 
doing in this country. 

It makes sense for higher income 
people and wealthier people to pay 
their proportionate share, their fair 
share, of taxes. That will be part of the 
sacrifice. All of us will be a part of it, 
but this time I think it will be based 
upon a principle of fairness. 

And, quite frankly, I think the reac
tion of people in cafes in Minnesota 
about the President of the United 
States, President Clinton, will be 
something like this: "He has guts. He 
is treating us with intelligence. He is 
telling us we have to tackle the prob
lems, and he is being honest about 
what we have to do." 

Let me just make one other point. 
When I hear people talk about cuts, I 
think that is appropriate. But some
times I worry, because part of the phi
losophy of Government that we have 
seen for all too many years of this dec
ade of the 1980's-plus has been cut, cut, 
cut. 

But it is interesting to me how some 
people can be so generous with the suf
fering of others. What are we going to 
do, cut more when it comes to chil
dren? We have abandoned all too many 
children already. Are we going to cut 
job training? Are we going to cut 
health care benefits? Are we going to 
cut the cleanup of the environment? 
Are we going to cut aid to urban com
munities? Are we going to cut aid to 
rural communities? 

It strikes me, if we are going to have 
an evenhanded approach-and I believe 
that is what the President is proposing 
to our country-we are going to focus 
on the budget deficit, but we are also 
going to focus on the investment defi
cit and we are going to have some 
money up front to invest in our com
munities and our people and in job 
training and in job creation. 

So I just want to say that I have a 
somewhat different perspective, as a 
Senator from Minnesota, than the one 
that the minority leader has presented. 
I am getting a somewhat different tally 
of phone calls. It is kind of interesting 
who calls what Senator, and I will 
admit there is self-selection, to be 
sure, and I think I need to point that 
out. 

I quite frankly think that the people 
of the United States of America are 
going to say after tonight: This is 
going to be a difficult time. But this 
time, finally, we have a President who 
is treating us with intelligence, we 
have a President who has the courage 
to tell us what we have to do to tackle 
the problem, we have a President that 
has some standard of fairness when he 
calls for sacrifice by all of us, and we 
have a President that has his eye on 
the prize, which is jobs and investment 
in people in our own country. 
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"THE TIMES ARE A CHANGIN" Mr. President, I yield back my time. 

COMMENDING JAY FIEDLER 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to recognize the outs tan ding 
achievements of New York's own Jay 
Fiedler. Jay is Dartmouth's record
breaking quarterback. He is a junior, 
an engineering major, and maintains a 
3.15 grade point average. 

In addition to rewriting the Dart
mouth record books, this 6 foot 1 inch, 
215 pound Oceanside, LI, resident was 
named "Third Team Division 1-AA All 
American" by the Associated Press. He 
was awarded the 1992 Bushnell Cup as 
the Ivy League's most valuable player. 
Jay led Dartmouth to a tie for the 
league championship, and the list goes 
on and on. Quite simply, he is one of 
the best quarterbacks the "Big Green" 
has ever seen. 

Mr. President, I offer my most sin
cere congratulations to this special 
young man and wish him the best of 
luck in the future. 

COMMENDING GEORGE F. SORN 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 

today to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues an outstanding individual 
who devoted his life's work to agri
culture, both nationally and in Florida. 
Mr. George F. Sorn retired as executive 
vice president of the Florida Fruit & 
Vegetable Association on December 31, 
1992, after 40 years of dedicated service 
to the industry. 

His involvement with all aspects of 
Florida agriculture was the spring
board that brought him national rec
ognition as a leader and spokesperson 
for all o! agriculture. During his career 
he has served on many Federal and 
State commissions and councils. In 
1987, President Reagan appointed him 
to serve on the Commission on Agricul
tural Workers. 

George graduated from Rutgers Uni
versity with a BS degree in agriculture 
in 1950. He took time out of his college 
studies to serve 18 months with the 
U.S. Air Force in the late 1940's. Prior 
to his joining the Florida Fruit & Veg
etable Association in 1953 as a field rep
resentative, he spent 2 years working 
with Seabrook Farms in Bridgeton, NJ, 
serving in various labor related super
visory capacities. 

George was named manager of 
FFVA's Labor Division in 1967. This 
was the beginning of George's climb to 
the top at FFV A. On March 1, 1981, he 
was named assistant general manager, 
in addition to his continuing duties as 
manager of the labor division. In April 
of 1984, he was named secretary-treas
urer, executive vice president and gen
eral manager. 

In addition to his membership in 
many agricultural associations on both 
the State and Federal level, George 
found time to devote to humanitarian 

and human rights issues in the agricul
tural industry. He has received many 
awards and honors throughout his ca
reer in recognition of these efforts. 

The most recent award was presented 
at FFV A's 49th annual convention. He 
was presented FFV A's prestigious Dis
tinguished Service Award. His major 
awards include "Life Member Award" 
for Optimist International (1971); "Cer
tificate of Appreciation"-State of 
Florida Department of Labor and Em
ployment Security (1983); "Award of 
Recognition" by the Employer's Na
tional Job Service Committee (1984); 
"Award of Appreciation" by the Red
lands Christian Migrant Association 
(1985); "Award of Merit for Distin
guished Service to Agriculture" by the 
Gamma Signa Honorary Society of Ag
riculture (1986); "Certificate of Appre
ciation" by Florida Governor's Advi
sory Council on Farmworker Affairs 
(1986): "State Friend of Extension 
Award" by the Alpha Delta Chapter of 
Epsilon Sigma Phi-Honorary Agricul
tural Extension Service Fraternity 
(1987); "Chairman's Roundtable"-Dis
tinguished Honor Roll of United Fresh 
Fruit and Vegetable Association (1990); 
"Award of Merit for Distinguished 
Service to the Food and Agricultural 
Industry of Florida" by the University 
of Florida's Institute of Food and Agri
cultural Sciences (1992); and most re
cently he was awarded the "Bert Roper 
Humanitarian of the Year Award" by 
the Orange County Public School Mi
grant Program. 

George was responsible for develop
ing agricultural labor seminars over 20 
years ago that continue to address the 
major concerns facing the industry 
today. 

Since becoming general manager in 
1984, George Sorn added two new divi
sions at Florida Fruit and Vegetable 
Association to respond to the changing 
demands of the industry. The first divi
sion was environmental and pest man
agement, which marked a first for any 
organization in the fruit and vegetable 
industry to establish a unit to deal 
with these important issues on a full
scale basis. A communications and edu
cation division was created 3 years ago 
to meet the ever increasing needs, to 
be more responsive to the media. 
George felt it was imperative that the 
organization spend full time telling the 
public, media and legislators about the 
importance of Florida agriculture and 
all the good things they do in providing 
safe, healthy -food to the American 
consumer. 

Mr. President, I know my colleagues 
here in the Senate join me in recogniz
ing the many years of dedicated, self
less service George Sorn has provide-d 
to the agricultural community and the 
American public. His work has had a 
significant impact on the agricultural 
community, and I am proud to com
mend George for his years of service. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I re
spectfully request that the enclosed ar
ticle be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. "The Times Are a Changin" 
was written by one of my constituents, 
Robert T. Paca, and I want to share his 
views about the pardons granted by 
President with my colleagues. 

I ask unanimous consent that "The 
Times Are a Changin" be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

"THE TIMES ARE A CHANGIN" 

At the birth of our country my "many 
greats" grandfather, William Paca, along 
with others, signed his name below John 
Hancock on the Declaration of Independence. 
In those days men pledged their sacred 
honor. It had genuine meaning and guaran
teed the public they served-honesty and in
tegrity. 

Today, more than 200 years later politi
cians and lawyers are evolving a new and dis
gusting philosophy relative to the character 
of those whom we elect to manage the affairs 
of our country. We have traveled down the 
road from sacred honor to today's "Don't not 
do it, just don't get caught.", a sad milepost 
in the total collapse of what is honorable, 
right and fair. The newest position taken by 
our president is "Go ahead and do it. It's 
OK.", "If you get caught I will pardon you!" 
What kind of a message is that to send to our 
youth of all ages? How can we expect coming 
generations to hold high the Torch of Honor 
for the world to see, when such a revolting 
example is provided for them by the highest 
level of our government. 

I recommended that, along with his pardon 
of those convicted, Mr. Bush include his per
sonal check to reimburse the American Tax
payer in full for all legal expenses, investiga
tions and trials that resulted in the convic
tion of those he has pardoned. If his actions 
bespeak his implementation of "family val
ues", Heaven help us. 

ROBERT TILGHMAN PACA. 

A DISAPPOINTING ECONOMIC PLAN 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I, for 

one, have been very disappointed in 
President Clinton's announced eco
nomic plan. His speech on Monday 
night, as well as recent press state
ments, show me that he has broken 
faith with the American people as far 
as the promises and statements that 
were made throughout last year's cam
paign. 

We heard throughout the campaign 
that his tax increases were only going 
to affect the very wealthy; or people 
who make over $200,000. We heard that 
repeatedly. According to headlines the 
last couple of days, now people will be 
taxes if they make over $30,000; $30,000 
is not the same thing as $200,000, a fig
ure which we heard time and time 
again. 

The President said, "We are only 
going to sock it to the fat cats. We are 
only going to sock it to the wealthy." 
Yet we find out from the President's 
press spokesperson yesterday that peo-
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ple who make over $30,000 a year will 
be asked to "contribute." That is the 
new code word for increasing taxes, be 
it energy taxes, or Social Security 
taxes. 

My father-in-law is living on Social 
Security and other retirement income. 
He found out he is going to have a big 
tax increase. He said, "I did not hear 
that during the campaign." He did not 
know that he was rich. He thought 
President Clinton was talking about 
someone else. 

During the campaign President Clin
ton said we are going to put a 10-per
cent tax surcharge on millionaires. 
Now we find out the definition of mil
lionaires has changed to people who 
make over $250,000. 

What really bothers me is his philos
ophy-that philosophy that by increas
ing taxes we are going to help the econ
omy. I want to contribute to help make 
the economy better, to help this econ
omy grow, to employ more people. But 
I do not think raising taxes is going to 
help the economy. 

We raised taxes in 1990. Did it help 
the economy? Not in my opinion. I did 
not vote for that package because I 
thought it would hurt the economy, 
and it did. It helped put people out of 
work. 

We need to do some things to get the 
deficit under control. Some people 
seem to think the solution is more 
taxes. I for one believe we need to cut 
spending. 

I heard my friend and colleague Sen
ator WELLSTONE from Minnesota say, 
we need people to quit talking out of 
both sides of their mouths. We are 
spending $6,000 for every man, woman, 
and child in the United States. Surely 
that is enough. Surely we should be 
trying to reduce the deficit by cutting 
spending, not by increasing taxes. 

I am concerned about the thrust of 
President Clinton's plan, an almost 
total elimination of real deficit reduc
tion. When you hear President Clin
ton's remarks tonight, he is going to 
talk about tax increases. He is going to 
talk about some spending cuts. But he 
is also going to talk about a lot of 
spending increases. Those spending in
creases will grow substantially in the 
future and create a lot of pressure for 
more spending and increased deficits in 
the future. That situation bothers me 
probably most of all. 

I am bothered by the fact that our 
President was making campaign prom
ises not to raise taxes on the middle 
class, and then asking the middle class 
to accept a big tax increase. They are 
going to be taxing retirees on their So
cial Security; they are going to define 
millionaires as anybody who makes 
over $250,000; they are going to say that 
the so-called wealthy or fat cats now 
are anybody who makes over $30,000. I 
am concerned because we are asking 
them to pay more taxes for deficit re
duction when in reality it is for more 
spending. 

I will predict that in tonight's ad
dress we will hear the President talk 
about increased spending. In other 
words, he wants to increase taxes to in
crease spending. 

I also want to comment about this 
movement away from the President's 
campaign promise or pledge to cut the 
deficit in half. The deficit in 1992 was 
$290 billion. One-half of that would be 
$145 billion. Now we heard the Presi
dent on Monday night say that the def
icit is growing-oh, my, now it is going 
to be $400 billion. 

Frankly, the forecast that CBO gives 
for 1996 is $287 billion. The deficit is 
projected under most scenarios to be 
fairly constant in about the $300 billion 
range. So the deficit is not changing 
that much from what it was last year. 
It is fairly constant. The President now 
wants to take the worst scenario and 
say the deficit is going to be even 
higher. 

But as the Republican leader, the 
Senator from Kansas, mentioned, there 
is a lot of good news on the economic 
cycle. Until the President's speech on 
Monday night there were a lot of 
things moving up. Gross domestic prod
uct last quarter grew 3.8 percent; the 
quarter before that, 3.6 percent-mov
ing up. We have had some good eco
nomic news. Interest rates are low, in
flation is low, and GDP growth in the 
United States is much higher than any 
of our competitors. There are some 
good things happening. 

We want to create an environment 
for jobs and job growth. I believe mas
sive new taxes, massive new mandates, 
massive new regulations will not help 
the economy. They will put people out 
of work, and we cannot afford to do 
that. 

Finally, I have been disappointed in 
the fact that this administration, for 
whatever reason, has decided to totally 
ignore the Republicans in this body 
and the House in formulating this 
package. That is their choice. They 
have been consulting with multitudes 
of Democrats, and that too is certainly 
their prerogative. They have decided to 
make this a very partisan package, 
which is clear both from the Presi
dent's statement on Monday night and 
also from his lack of consultation with 
Republicans in formulating the pack
age. I regret that. I think the President 
would have been far wiser had he de
cided to work with a bipartisan group 
in Congress, both in the House and the 
Senate, to formulate a very positive 
package for real deficit reduction, one 
that would have real spending cuts in
tend of massive tax increases which 
will do more damage than good. 

A BROKEN PROMISE 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, Bill Clin

ton has broken his promise to the 
American people. His economic plan is 
one of more taxes, more spending, and 

more government. This is not what 
Americans voted for. 

President Clinton was elected on his 
core commitment to help the economy, 
and he will be judged by his ability to 
keep the campaign promises he made 
to the American people. 

The President promised a bold exper
iment, but proposes the same old tired 
rhetoric of more taxes and more spend
ing. Although he used a Reagan ap
proach, he delivered a Carter message. 

The President must realize if eco
nomic growth is to continue, talk of 
higher taxes must stop. 

Higher taxes have never helped the 
economy, and never will. Higher taxes 
have never produced jobs, and never 
will. 

I listened to Treasury Secretary 
Lloyd Bentsen defend President Clin
ton's plan on a TV talk show this 
morning. What I heard from the Treas
ury Secretary was not a plan to grow 
the economy, but a plan to change the 
way Americans behave. 

The Clinton plan should be focused 
on giving Americans the opportunities 
to make their own choices to improve 
their lives. The President is, unfortu
nately more interested in telling peo
ple how to live their lives. The Clinton 
plan would tax energy, because we 
drive too much. The Clinton plan 
would raise income taxes, because 
some people made too much. What a 
message about achieving and success. 

In 1990, talk of taxing the weal thy led 
to the luxury tax on boats which cost 
hundreds of jobs in Florida's 
boat building industry, and thousands 
nationwide. When the luxury tax was 
passed, middle-class workers lost their 
jobs. 

In fact, we refer to the luxury tax in 
the State of Florida as the layoff tax. 
It is a lesson we must not repeat. 

The President is wrong on three 
counts. First, a tax increase on the 
middle class, the elderly, the wealthy, 
and energy users is not the path to job 
growth and economic revitalization. It 
is the road to economic stagnation. 

Second, the President is wrong to 
equate patriotism with his demand 
that Americans sacrifice more of their 
income to taxes. Patriotism has noth
ing to do with agreeing to an economic 
program which will result in more 
taxes, more spending, lower levels of 
growth, more unemployment, and high
er deficits. 

Third, the President is wrong to want 
to change the way we live our lives just 
to meet the goals of a politically cor
rect agenda. Americans want more 
freedom, not less. They want more op
portunities, not less. 

Republicans are eager to work with 
the President to help the economy 
move forward without raising taxes. 
The President's plan violates a corner
stone of his campaign-raising taxes on 
the middle class. Moreover, there is 
nothing new about his economic ap-
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proach. It has been tried before, and 
failed miserably. 

PRESIDENTIAL PARDONS WERE 
WRONG 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to reflect on the pardons Presi
dent Bush issued last December on be
half of six individuals involved in the 
Iran-Contra affair. 

These Presidential pardons point to 
an inherent double standard. They send 
a message that it is alright for some 
people to break the law. Well, it is not 
alright, and no President should con
done it. 

I am especially angered by the par
dons Mr. Bush granted to a number of 
CIA officials. If an administration can 
use the CIA to pursue policies that vio
late the law, and then grant these 
operatives Presidential pardons, a dan
gerous precedent is set. Because of its 
role in national security, Congress al
ready gives broad discretion of CIA op
erations. 

The irresponsible act of granting 
these pardons has allowed some offi
cials of this executive agency to act 
with absolute judicial immunity as 
well. The pardon of these officials casts 
a historical and indelible shadow on 
what Mr. Bush considered to be his 
greatest accomplishment, his adminis
tration's foreign policy. 

I am also concerned about pardons 
being issued by a lameduck President. 
These is no accountability when a 
lameduck President uses his power to 
pardon in this manner. Instead of being 
used as an act of mercy-the constitu
tional reasoning behind the power to 
pardon-these pardons were use to ob
viate the truth, and have implied to 
many a confession of guilt. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt-run up by the U.S. Con
gress-stood at $4,175,915,249,528.46 as of 
the close of business on Friday, Feb
ruary 12. 

Anybody remotely familiar with the 
U.S. Constitution is bound to know 
that no President can spend a dime 
that has not first been authorized and 
appropriated by the Congress of the 
United States. Therefore, no Member of 
Congress, House or Senate, can pass 
the buck about the responsibility for 
this shameful display of irresponsibil
ity. The dead cat lies on the doorstep 
of the Congress of the United States. 

During the past fiscal year, it cost 
the American taxpayers $286,022,000,000 
merely to pay the interest on deficit 
Federal spending, · approved by Con
gress, over and above what the Federal 
Government has collected in taxes and 
other income. Averaged out, this 
amounts to $5.5 billion every week, or 
$785 million every day, just to pay the 
interest on the existing Federal debt. 

On a per ca pi ta basis, every man, 
woman, and child owes $16,257 .62--
thanks to the big-spenders in Congress 
for the past half century. Paying the 
interest on this massive debt, averages 
out to be $1,127 .85 per year for each 
man, woman, and child in America. Or, 
looking at it another way, for each 
family of four, the tab-to pay the in
terest alone-comes to $4,511.40 per 
year. 

What would America's economic sta
bility be today if there had been a Con
gress with the courage and the integ
rity to operate on a balanced budget? 
The arithmetic speaks for itself. 

A GREAT CELTIC RETIRES 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, on Feb

ruary 4 over 15,000 friends, family, and 
fans gathered as Larry Bird's No. 33 
was raised to the rafters at historic 
Boston Garden. The retirement of 
Larry Bird is yet another landmark in 
the history of the Boston Celtics, argu
ably the greatest franchise in the his
tory of the National Basketball Asso
ciation. 

Whether you were thrilled about Bill 
Russell's dominance on the court dur
ing his 13 seasons as the game's great
est center or glued to the radio for an
nouncer Johnny Most's infamous call 
of "Havlicek stole the ball," Celtic 
pride and tradition are a high point in 
the world of sports. No one has more 
eloquently described this than Larry 
Bird himself, on April 18, 1992: 

Everybody else says they're proud to play 
for all those teams and make a lot of money 
and everything, but if you don't play for the 
Celtics you never played professional basket
ball. This is what basketball is all about. 
This is what every player in the world
whether they like it or not-this is what you 
strive for-to be part of a family, part of a 
team. The only way you can get that is to 
play for the Celtics-not for a year, not for 
two years, but for a whole career. Very few 
players have been able to do that and I'm 
very fortunate. 

Indeed, the Celtics have a unique 
place in the history of sport. The team 
is one of only two charter teams in the 
NBA that have remained in their origi
nal city; my friend Senator BRADLEY 
can speak of the other: The Celtics are 
also the winningest team, with 16 
World Championships-eight in succes
sion from 1959-1966-and, of course, are 
the only team with Red Auerbach, the 
Celtics president and winningest coach 
in NBA chronicles. 

While the Celtics continue to excel 
with future hall of famers Kevin 
McHale and Robert Parish, today's 
Celtics are clearly a team in transi
tion-not on the fast break, but rather 
with a new generation of Celtics heroes 
like team captain Reggie Lewis and 
slam-dunk champ Dee Brown. 

There has always been a special rela
'tionship between the Celtics and their 
fans. Through thick and thin, those 
who cheer for the green have sold out 

every game since the 1981-82 season. 
And the players' sentiments toward the 
fans is perhaps best expressed in Larry 
Bird's retirement night statement: 

I'm going to miss running the pick-and-roll 
with Robert Parish. Yes, I'm going to miss 
throwing the ball down low to Kevin McHale 
and watching him go to work. I'll miss those 
back-door passes from Dennis Johnson. Most 
of all, believe it or not, I'll miss the fans. 

Yes; Larry Bird has retired-much 
earlier than he or the fans would have 
liked. But future generations of fathers 
and sons and mothers and daughters 
will still root for their Celtics and 
someday again will look up at another 
championship banner hanging high 
from the rafters of Boston Garden. 

TRIBUTE TO BOB DUNN 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise today to pay tribute to Bob 
Dunn, a longtime friend of Minnesota
and a long-time friend of mine. 

Bob served in the Minnesota House of 
Representatives for 8 years and in the 
Minnesota Senate for 8 years. These 
years of service came at the same time 
that I began my career in public serv
ice as chief of staff to Gov. Harold 
Levander. Bob taught me that when 
one is in the arena of public service, it 
is best to do what is right, rather than 
add political points to your column. It 
is a lesson well-learned by everyone 
who gives their lives to serving others. 

There is another gift that Bob has 
given those in public service. He has a 
remarkable ability and wisdom to work 
with every Minnesota interest to de
velop important relationships that 
have all of us working together to 
focus on a cleaner and healthier envi
ronment. 

It is through his work on behalf of 
Minnesotans and our environment that 
Bob is best known, especially through 
his leadership of the Environmental 
Quality Board. 

Charles Lindbergh Jr., another Min
nesotan concerned about conservation 
and environment, once asked if civili
zation was progress. Lindbergh an
swered his own question: 

The final answer will be given not by our 
amassing of knowledge, or by the discoveries 
of our science, or by the speed of our air
craft, but by the effect of our civilized ac
tivities as a whole have upon the quality of 
our planet's life-the life of plants and ani
mals as well as that of humankind. 

Bob Dunn's efforts and his leader
ship, in behalf of humankind in our re
lationship to the environment have 
raised our level of civilization. I grate
fully acknowledge the gifts that Bob 
has given to each of us. 

DEVELOPING A COMPREHENSIVE 
ECONOMIC PLAN 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, beginning 
with the State of the Union Address 
this evening, the task of developing a 
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comprehensive economic plan will pass 
to Congress. The challenge we face is 
to undo the mistakes of the last decade 
and to meet the demands of the next 
century. As we confront that chal
lenge, we must remember that to pro
mote economic growth in the future we 
need more jobs now. 

That economic reform plan will 
confront the unique task of restoring 
growth in the face of fundamental 
changes in the way our economy oper
ates. In the words of Federal Reserve 
Chairman Greenspan, this recovery is 
fighting headwinds which no other ex
pansion in our post-war experience has 
faced. 

These headwinds, Mr. President, are 
also the winds of historic change. In 
fact, in other circumstances, many of 
the factors that have contributed to 
this situation should be welcome. But 
unless we act to take advantage of 
these trends, their potential benefits 
for the future may be lost. 

For example, new, more intense glob
al competition is driving the restruc
turing of many of our country's largest 
corporations. In many industries, dra
matic improvements in productivity 
mean demand can be met with only a 
fraction of the work force needed a dec
ade ago. We now know that 1992 saw 
the healthiest productivity growth in 
two decades. This is good news for the 
future of our economy. 

We also welcome the changes in 
international relations that permit less 
defense spending than the cold war re
quired. The talents and resources we 
dedicated to winning that war are now 
available for peaceful endeavors. 

But these and other historic develop
ments also mean that millions of jobs 
in the core industries of our economy 
are now gone. Major corporations con
tinue to lay off workers. Just 3 weeks 
ago, four of our largest employers an
nounced plans to lay off more than 
100,000 workers. They will not return to 
those jobs, even if our economy ex
pands. 

Like every other American, I wel
come recent economic reports of in
creasing sales and output. And like 
every other American, I want to be op
timistic about our economic future. 
But the fact of the matter, Mr. Presi
dent, is that right now our economy is 
not capable of creating the jobs we 
need to sustain recovery in the face of 
these historic changes. 

We remain far behind other recover
ies, in both job creation and economic 
growth. Today, our national output is 
only 1.6 percent above its peak before 
the 1990 recession; at this point in 
other recoveries, output had grown 5.8 
percent. 

Job creation, too, is a fraction of 
other recoveries. Job creation so far is 
only one-tenth of the average post-war 
recovery. More that a year after the 
beginning of recovery, unemployment 
is still higher than it was at the bot
tom of the recession. 
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The current consensus forecast for 
this year is for growth of just over 3 
percent for 1993, too weak to bring un
employment below 7 percent this year, 
or below 6.5 percent in 1994. 

Slow economic growth and unem
ployment add to our deficit, reducing 
the tax base and increasing social sup
port spending. Every 1 percent of un
employment adds $50 billion to our def
icit. 

In these circumstances, I am encour
aged by President Clinton's commit
ment to boost job creation and eco
nomic growth now as part of a long
term plan for economic renewal. 

At the same time, Mr. President, I 
am discouraged that we continue to 
hear arguments against economic stim
ulus. We hear that the recent slowdown 
and layoffs represent the inevitable 
costs of economic change. We should do 
nothing to interfere with this process, 
according to this argument-the sur
vival of the fittest will guarantee that 
our economy will be better off in the 
long run. 

We are also told that despite persist
ent unemployment, there is nothing 
constructive we can do to boost job 
creation and growth. Economic stimu
lus will only make the deficit worse, 
say these critics, and besides, a govern
ment program · to help the economy is 
bound to be inefficient. 

We must not be paralyzed by a false 
choice between current growth and the 
need to bring our .deficit under control. 
Until we return to a level of growth 
that can put a real dent in unemploy
ment, attempts to restore fiscal bal
ance by tightening our budget alone 
will be impossible to legislate and can
not succeed. 

And if we simply wait for growth to 
return on its own, in the face of the 
headwinds we now face, we will leave 
idle human talents and industrial ca
pacity, leaving a smaller base to grow 
from in the future. Currently, 21/2 mil
lion workers are unemployed, and we 
are using less than 80 percent of our in
dustrial capacity. Under these condi
tions, there is room for expanding eco
nomic activity without the threat of 
increasing inflation and interest rates 
that could harm future growth. 

This is particularly true if a stimulus 
plan includes a focus on rehabilitating 
our neglected public infrastructure, be
cause unemployment problems in the 
construction industry are particularly 
severe, and improved public facilities 
offer real long-term economic benefits. 

But not just any public works pro
gram will do. To be an effective part of 
an economic plan that restores heal thy 
economic growth now and is compat
ible with deficit control, an infrastruc
ture investment program must be care
fully designed. 

Among the features that I believe 
such a program should have, Mr. Presi
dent, I will mention only a few. It 
should target projects that have al-

ready been identified as economically 
beneficial by States and local govern
ments, not just elicited by the pros
pects of Federal funding. A quick turn
around in the approval of grants will 
direct resources to those projects that 
have already benefited from extensive 
local review and development. 

An effective program will also ensure 
that funds are shared among the States 
on the basis of the history and severity 
of their unemployment problems. We 
know that current economic distress is 
unevenly distributed throughout the 
country, and a Federal program to re
spond to that distress must focus its 
resources where they are needed most. 

Such a program will also assure that 
rural America, and the smaller politi
cal jurisdictions that have borne their 
share of the local fiscal stress in recent 
years, will be cared for with provisions 
that get funds down to their level. 

While matching funds may add an ad
ditional consideration to hard-pressed 
local governments, I am convinced that 
the commitment of local funds will as
sure that projects they choose to un
dertake are real priorities. 

Finally, such a program should sun
set a year after passage, or sooner if we 
see an unexpected improvement in the 
employment picture. This will provide 
the incentive for States and localities 
to un.dertake needed projects soon, as
suring the speediest possible boost to 
the economy, while we can be confident 
that the need will still exist. 

I look forward to the President's eco
nomic recovery package. I expect that 
it will include incentives for additional 
private capital investment, programs 
to upgrade the skills-and the in
comes-of American workers, and a 
credible plan to restore balance to the 
Federal budget. A carefully drawn, fo
cused program of job creation through 
infrastructure investment will be an 
important component of such a com
prehensive plan. 

THE PASSING OF PFC DOMINGO 
ARROYO, JR., OF ELIZABETH, NJ 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, on 

January 20, 1993, Pfc. Domingo Arroyo, 
Jr., of Elizabeth, NJ, became the first 
United States soldier to be killed in 
the Somalian relief effort. Private Ar
royo, who expected to be discharged 
shortly from the Marines after 4 years 
of active duty that included Operation 
Desert Storm, was part of a patrol that 
was ambushed by Somali gunmen. 

Domingo was born in Puerto Rico. 
Living in New Jersey most of his life, 
he came from a close-knit family and 
was liked and respected by his teach
ers, friends, and neighbors. The reasons 
he gave for joining the Marines were 
moral and selfless. He wanted to help 
others, he wanted a college education 
in order to better himself, and he want
ed to provide his mother with more de
sirable living conditions. 
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A true American, Domingo gave his 

life in another country, protecting its 
destitute, defenseless people. In his 
dedication to his country, to his fam
ily, and to his high ideals, he rep
resents the best of our Nation's youth. 
I mourn his loss. Domingo will be re
membered as a hero and honored for 
his selfless bravery. 

At this very sad time, Mr. President, 
I ask my colleagues to join me in ex
pressing our deepest sympathy to the 
family of Domingo Arroyo, Jr. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

NATIONAL 
HEALTH 
OF 1993 

INSTITUTES 
REVITALIZATION 

OF 
ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re
sume consideration of the National In
stitutes of Health Revitalization Act of 
1993, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (8. 1) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to revise and extend the pro
grams of the National Institutes of Health, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just 
for the benefit of Members, over the pe
riod of yesterday and even through the 
earlier part of today, we have been 
working with Senator KASSEBAUM, a 
number of our colleagues, to resolve is
sues with the NIH bill, and we continue 
to make progress. We are discussing 
various amendments to the bill. 

We have been urging, as has the ma
jority leader, that those Members who 
do have amendments come forward. 
The leader has given notice that this 
legislation was going to come up. He 
indicated that at the end of last year 
and the early part of this year, so we 
have been on notice. S. 1 was unani
mously reported out of committee. We 
did have a unanimous vote-the Repub
licans and Democrats alike supported 
this legislation. 

Senator KASSEBAUM and I have out
lined the provisions of this bill in de
tail. We will be glad to try and work 
out any measures that are of concern 
or interest to the membership. 

There will be matters which will be 
further discussed by Senator DOLE and 
Senator MITCHELL which are in the 
process now of negotiations. There will 
be an amendment from the Senator 
from Alabama dealing with university 
research and foreign corporations. I 
look forward to the debate on that 
amendment. 

So if there are Members who have 
amendments, we welcome them. They 
have not at this time shared them with 

the floor managers. They are within 
their rights to offer them at any time 
while the measure is before the Senate. 
Obviously, we can have an informed 
and intelligent debate and discussion if 
the amendments are distributed as 
soon as possible. 

So, again, at the urging of the leader, 
we want to be able to address this issue 
and dispose of it. We have debated it 
extensively in the past, and we are pre
pared to do so at this time. 

Mr. President, while I have a few mo
ments, I thought I would just outline 
some of the very important provisions 
that have been included in the legisla
tion which the Members, hopefully, are 
aware of. Obviously, I will yield for any 
of the Members if they do have amend
ments, and we can get back to the gen
eral discussion. 

One of the very important areas that 
has been included in this legislation 
deals with pediatric cardiovascular dis
ease. 

As I mentioned, pediatric cardio
vascular diseases are one of the very 
important and significant health chal
lenges to infants and small children. It 
is a cause of significant morbidity and 
mortality in the United States. And 
congenital heart disease, the most 
common type of birth defect, affects 8 
out of every 1,000 newborns. 

Acquired heart disorders such as 
rheumatic heart disease accounted for 
over 50,000 hospital admissions in 1990. 

The bill recognizes that multidisci
plinary research centers offer the po
tential for advancing our knowledge in 
biochemistry, molecular biology, ge
netics, and bioengineering as they per
tain to pediatric cardiovascular dis
eases. 

The bill supports the establishment 
of pediatric research centers to meet 
the health and research needs of chil
dren. 

During the past few years, there have 
been unprecedented advances in the 
scientific investigation of inherited 
and acquired diseases affecting chil
dren. 

The application of the research to 
disorders such as cystic fibrosis, sickle 
cell anemia, juvenile diabetes, and 
mental retardation can result in im
proved treatment and care for the Na
tion's children. 

There is, in the field of pediatrics, a 
great ummet need for researchers who 
are able to apply their basic research 
skills to clinical problems. 

In 1990, the National Institutes of 
Child Heal th and Human Development 
sought to address the issue by increas
ing the number of pediatric medical 
centers that could transfer research 
findings to pressing pediatric problems 
and encourage the development of phy
sician-scientists in pediatric medicine. 

I think all of us are mindful of the 
excellence of NIH. Part of the chal
lenge to all of us is how you are going 
to get the treatment into the medical 

centers, particularly the great medical 
centers around this country that are 
dealing with childhood diseases. This is 
really an effort to take the scientific 
knowledge gained from basic science 
research and rapidly transfer that 
knowledge to patient care. The Na
tional Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development should be com
mended for initiating this program. 
Our goal is to strengthen and expand 
this program. 

This bill authorizes the child health 
research centers program designed to 
speed the application of findings from 
the basic science to direct patient care. 

Each of the centers concentrates on a 
specific scientific area. Established in
vestigators from a variety of scientific 
backgrounds would combine their ef
forts to establish a pediatric center of 
excellence. 

Senior scientists would serve as men
tors for newly trained pediatricians 
just embarking on their research ca
reers. 

What we are trying to do is take 
these newly trained pediatricians from 
these medical centers and bring them 
into the areas of scientific research, 
since we do have a shortage of physi
cian researchers in pediatric diseases. 

Each center would have the flexibil
ity to select which new projects and 
which junior investigators to support, 
providing the opportunity for highly 
individualized programs. 

This has been very, very well re
ceived in the various medical centers 
that are focusing on infant cardio
vascular diseases, and we do believe 
that with the kinds of investments we 
are placing here we are really expand
ing both the knowledge and the treat
ment and service to infants. 

Another very important children's 
initiative is in the vaccine area. I 
think all of us were very supportive of 
the President's commitment, an
nouncement last week of some $300 
million that will be put into the budget 
to ensure that every child is immu
nized. We must remove all the barriers 
that impede the efforts of working fam
ilies to get their children immunized. 

The development of registries is 
enormously important to immuniza
tion programs. We were doing pretty 
well in developing registries in the 
1970's until the early period of the 
1980's when support for those programs 
was cut back. 

The importance of the registries is to 
ensure that children who receive the 
early shots for these vaccine prevent
able diseases complete their immuniza
tion schedule. The registries provide 
immunization information to the par
ents, f ollowup notices for the next se
ries of shots, and they keep track of 
the children if they move. 

I know our colleagues, Senator 
BUMPERS, Senator RIEGLE, and a num
ber of our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle are very much interested in 
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childhood immunization. We will have 
a chance to address this issue later in 
the session. 

But one of the important initiatives 
in this legislation is the development 
of a children's vaccine initiative. In 
1990, the World Health Organization 
and UNICEF launched the children's 
vaccine initiative to bring together sci
entists, industry, government, and pri
vate donor groups to develop new and 
effective vaccines that can be easily 
administered. 

There are many potential benefits to 
developing combination vaccines that 
can protect children against many ill
nesses with one shot. 

CDC reported that only 10 to 40 per
cent of 2-year-old children were up to 
date with their required immuniza
tions, while 90 percent had received at 
least one shot in their first year. 

So, obviously, if you are able to bring 
the combination of these various pro
tections into one shot and that can be 
an ongoing and continuing positive im
pact on that child, on the issue of im
munization, you make very substantial 
progress. 

Combination vaccines could radically 
improve the number of children fully 
protected. There is a need for vaccines 
which do not require refrigeration and 
have a long shelf life. 

I listened yesterday to my colleague 
and friend, Senator KASSEBAUM, talk 
about research in tropical diseases. If 
the United States could develop the 
technology for a one-shot vaccine that 
would not need refrigeration, what we 
could do around the world in terms of 
children and preserving children's lives 
is unbelievable. Every year, we have 
about 15 million children die under the 
age of 3, both from lack of immuniza
tion and also because of water. But 
what we could do in terms of children 
and the impact that could be made on 
them would be truly extraordinary. 

Most of the scientists and research
ers believe that if we provide resources 
to be able to do it, we are able to do it; 
the kinds of problems that they are 
looking at in terms of this area are not 
so complex and difficult as to not to be 
able to achieve it. But the fact is, since 
we have refrigeration available and ac
cessible in the United States, the sense 
of urgency we have had in terms of try
ing to pursue that research has basi
cally not been there. 

But, nonetheless, what we are inter
ested in is the development of chil
dren's vaccine initiative. 

This bill authorizes the Secretary to 
develop the affordable and improved 
vaccines to be used in the United 
States and developing countries to pro
tect children from vaccine-preventable 
infectious diseases. This is enormously 
important. 

We take a certain pride in my own 
State of Massachusetts, which is one of 
two States that actually manufactures 
its own vaccine. It goes back to the 

1930's where the decision and judgment these very special areas. We have tried 
in terms of the public was sufficiently to raise that kind of a visibility in the 
demanding in terms of the various chil- area of juvenile arthritis. 
dren's diseases that the State of Massa- Mr. President, there are several other 
chusetts developed its own program, areas that I will go into briefly about 
not for the complete list of vaccines, what this legislation does. But I think 
but for the majority of them. We are it is important to understand that, 
perhaps one of the highest States in when it comes to questions involving 
the country in terms of the coverage of children and children's diseases, we 
children. have tried to give emphasis to their 

I think, quite frankly, that sense of particular needs. I think we are mind
urgency in coverage is still very much ful that perhaps they have not been 
in the country, and we are hopeful that given both the focus and attention that 
the research on the single vaccine will I think all of us would have liked. We 
result in a positive outcome. want to try to give further encourage-

Finally, with regard to children, but ment to those initiatives that offer 
not all-inclusive, one of the most insid- some very special further advantages. 
ious diseases which affect children is At this time, Mr. President, I suggest 
juvenile arthritis. There are 250,000 the absence of a quorum. 
children in the United States that have The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
some form of arthritis. I think most of The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
us who have been blessed with healthy roll. 
children cringe at the thought of not Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
seeing them be able to do the kinds of unanimous consent that the order for 
things that every youngster would the quorum call be rescinded. 
hope to be able to do in enjoying a The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
young and active life. The kind of . objection, it is so ordered. 
agony that these children experience in Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
the very early time of their lives with unanimous consent to proceed as if in 
all of the implications which that has morning business for 5 minutes. 
in terms of their own kind of develop- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
ment at a key time of their lives is ob- objection, it is so ordered. 
viously enormously painful and dis-
turbing to those children as well as to 
the parents, but also obviously denies 
them the kind of opportunity for activ
ity that I think all of us would hope for 
children, for our own children, and for 
children all over the world. 

There are 250,000 children who have 
some form of arthritis. As we know, ar
thritis can strike at any age and can 
last a lifetime. As with adults, the ju
venile arthritis can affect the most 
simple tasks of walking or tying shoes. 
The disease can affect the joints, the 
heart, the liver, and even the eyes, and 
there is no cure. There is no cure. De
spite the fact that juvenile arthritis is 
a chronic debilitating disease, the NIH 
supports very little research in this 
area. 

This bill establishes a multi purpose 
arthritis research center to expand re
search in the cause, early detection, di
agnosis, prevention, treatment of, and 
rehabilitation of children with arthri
tis. 

We are mindful that we cannot take 
just limited dollars and expect, as a re
sult of targeting, an ultimate result. 
We know there is a certain basic 
amount of research that has to take 
place. I think we all can make very 
strong cases for that. For the most 
part, many of the breakthroughs that 
have come in terms of dealing with dis
eases have come either in basic re
search or research that is not nec
essarily targeted. 

What we have tried to do with the 
NIH is to encourage both the basic re
search and also to take advantage of 
research that offers some hope or op
portunity for breakthrough in some of 

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC 
PLAN 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I believe 
that I and all of my colleagues here in 
the Senate await this evening and the 
State of the Union and our President's 
economic message with certain hope 
that we will hear a message that will 
start a course of economic direction for 
this Government of ours and for us in 
the coming days that can result in eco
nomic growth for our country. 

But I am greatly concerned that our 
President is proposing a large package 
of new taxes with relatively limited or 
no emphasis on spending reduction. 
There is no doubt in my mind, as I am 
sure there is no doubt in our new Presi
dent's mind, that the deficit of this 
country and the inability of this Con
gress to curb its spending habits clear
ly remains a No. 1 problem for our Na
tion. 

That seemed to be the theme of the 
campaign that concluded in the elec
tion of President Bill Clinton. But 
somehow since the campaign through 
to this evening that message has been 
progressively blurred in an effort to get 
to what appears now to be an approach 
of taxing and spending in what we 
might call an old style approach to
ward resolving our economic problems. 

I have in front of me an article in the 
Wall Street Journal today by James 
Miller, once Director of OMB, now a 
fellow at George Mason University. I 
ask unanimous consent that that arti
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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SHAM CUTS ON SPENDING • • • 

(By James C. Miller ill) 

Tonight President Clinton unveils more 
about his plan to stimulate the economy and 
reduce the deficit. Judging from the details 
leaked thus far, the market's 83-point drop 
yesterday, and Mr. Clinton's address from 
the Oval Office on Monday, it will be a hard 
sell-not only because of the tax "contribu
tion" but because there is so little discipline 
on the spending side of the budget. 

First, a word about the budget newspeak in 
Washington that masquerades as truth. 
When the Beltway crowd talks about cutting 
spending, they can't mean spending less next 
year than will be spent this year. They mean 
spending less than would have been spent if 
the budget were left on automatic pilot. The 
Office of Management and Budget, or OMB, 
estimates that spending will rise $48 billion 
from (fiscal year) 1993 to 1994; the Congres
sional Budget Office, or CBO, estimates S54 
billion. The same holds true for the tax side. 
OMB estimates that the tax code, left alone, 
will produce $82 billion more in 1994 than in 
1993; CBO estimates $72 billion. 

With this baseline as his starting point, 
Mr. Clinton recommends a $31 billion in
crease in spending for 1993, of which S16 bil
lion will be for job creation, with the rest for 
public infrastructure, new technologies, im
munizations for children, and grants to 
cities and towns. He also recommends cer
tain spending "reductions"; an additional S8 
billion from defense plus unspecified savings 
from trimming administrative costs, reduc
ing the federal work force by 100,000 posi
tions, and from other source&-reductions 
that Mr. Clinton characterizes as "real, de
fensible, and measurable, not imaginary." 

NO SPENDING DISCIPLINE 

Just how much spending is to be cut is a 
matter of intense speculation. It appears, 
however, that the amount will fall consider
ably short of the previously stated goal of $2 
in spending cuts for every Sl in tax in
crease&-a formula that Texas Rep. Charles 
Stenholm, leader of the 50-member Conserv
ative Democratic Forum, says is essential if 
the plan is to pass muster in the House. Even 
the lower ratio might be tolerable, provided 
there was spending discipline. Unfortu
nately, there is little reason for confidence 
on this score. 

Some of the president's claimed "savings" 
are not really savings at all. An example is 
the plan to increase Medicare premiums for 
the wealthy. Although by convention these 
revenues show up in the budget as "negative 
outlays" and serve to reduce the measured 
cost of the Medicare program, in reality the 
president's plan amounts to a revenue in
crease and does nothing to reduce the size of 
government. The same is true of his ap
proach to Social Security. Increasing the tax 
to 85% from 50% on that portion of Social 
Security above $25,000 per year for a single 
adult and $32,000 for a married couple con
stitutes a straightforward tax increase, hav
ing no effect on Social Security outlays. 

Moreover, to keep the fiscal aggregates 
down, the Clinton administration is looking 
increasingly to regulation to accomplish its 
policy objectives. To restrain the ·costs of 
immunizations, the president beats up on 
vaccine manufacturers, characterizing their 
profits as "unconscionable" and directing his 
health secretary to negotiate with them to 
ensure that their prices are "reasonable." To 
rein in the cost of Medicare, the president 
wants to apply price controls to doctors, hos
pitals and insurance companies. Of course, 
the real costs of government programs are 

changed not one iota by such measures. The 
only thing that changes is who foots the bill. 

And where will it stop? Will we next hear 
that Mr. Clinton wants to force pension 
funds to invest in public infrastructure? The 
open endedness of such opportunities to shift 
costs off-budget makes it imperative that 
Congress institute a regulatory budget. 

What about the spending behavior of Con
gress? There is abundant, though controver
sial, evidence that whenever there is an in
crease in government revenue Congress sim
ply spends the money. Thus, no matter what 
the rhetoric, the chances are that all the 
revenue increases from Mr. Clinton's assort
ment of new taxes will be translated into 
spending increases, not deficit reductions. 

The strategy that is developing-that of 
negotiating a "mega-deal" with Congres&
all but ensures that spending will grow by 
more than the increase in revenues. Bear in 
mind that both OMB and CBO project that 
the baseline deficit will fall in 1994. OMB 
says by S35 billion; CBO says by $19 billion. 
But what will happen to the actual deficit? 

History is particularly instructive on this 
score. From 1980 through 1993, six budgets 
were the result of budget summits and seven 
were not. In the agreement years, the deficit 
increased an average of $26 billion. (Ignoring 
the years covered by the infamous 1990 budg
et accord yields a similar result: S30 billion.) 
However, in the nonagreement years, the 
deficit actually decreased an average of Sl 7 
billion. Thus, establishing parameters for 
the budget and threatening to veto any bill 
outside those parameters would likely re
duce the deficit, whereas sitting down and 
cutting a deal with Congress would likely in
crease the deficit. 

Unfortunately, every year or two our elect
ed officials do a memory dump on recent his
tory and call for summit negotiations "to re
duce the deficit." The last time that hap
pened, 1990, the deficit-reduction goal was 
$496 billion. Mr. Clinton's goal is $500 billion. 
As Ronald Reagan would say, "There they go 
again!" -

Most important, the lack of spending dis
cipline is evident by what Mr. Clinton has 
not proposed. Our present institutions im
part a bias toward increased spending and in
creased deficits. The way out of the spiral is 
to adopt rules that meet this bias head-on. 
The most important such change would be a 
balanced budget amendment requiring a 
supermajority to increase spending (nomi
nally, in real terms, or even as a proportion 
of gross national product). Yet, in his town 
meeting last week, Mr. Clinton said he 
couldn't support the idea. 

A DISAPPOINTING PACKAGE 

What about other rules? A line-item veto 
would be just great, but Mr. Clinton backed 
off when the congressional leadership ob
jected. And what about firm caps on entitle
ment programs, or subjecting them to reau
thorization (zero-based budgeting) on a regu
lar timetable? And, what about automatic 
sequesters of spending authority tied to defi
cit targets a la Gramm-Rudman-Hollings? If 
Mr. Clinton is indeed serious about getting 
the budget under control, he should spend 
his political capital on institutional reforms 
that provide incentives for Congress and the 
executive to choose fiscal responsibility over 
fiscal profligacy. 

There are reasons to be disappointed with 
Mr. Clinton's package, not the least of which 
is that rather than being a stimulus for the 

. economy, it may actually slow down the re
covery. But most disappointing of all is that 
Mr. Clinton fails to grasp the salient feature 
of the present budget crisis. It's not a failure 

of elected officials to compromise, an unwill
ingness of the public to go along with 
"shared sacrifice" or even a general lack of 
patriotism. It's a budget process that under
mines spending discipline. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, he argues, 
as I think many of us would argue, that 
unless there are structural changes 
made to the way we budget and the 
way we discipline ourselves here in 
Congress in a fiscal manner more than 
likely all of the new tax increases will 
be translated into spending increases 
and no true deficit reduction will 
occur. 

He points out so clearly that spend
ing cuts are not translated into reduc
tions below last year's level of spend
ing but only reductions in rates of in
crease based on a government that is 
now well over 65 percent on automatic 
pilot. 

That is why I and others over the 
course of the last several years have 
proposed items like a constitutional 
amendment requiring a balanced budg
et, and we will continue to fight for 
that over the course of the develop
ment of the Clinton economic plan be
cause, although our President is new to 
this town, he certainly should not be 
new to observing that this Congress in 
the course of the last 12 years, at least 
with my experience here, has dem
onstrated no will to be fiscally respon
sible and that we have the deficit and 
the budget crisis today because of the 
lack of that will. Whether it is the 
pressure of outside interest groups or 
whether it is the individual Members 
demonstrating no regard for the econ
omy, there is without question a col
lective absence of a sense of fiscal re
sponsibility, and I am convinced, I 
think as many others are, that we have 
to change the structure of the way we 
budget and change the environment in 
which we operate if we are to regain 
that kind of fiscal responsibility. 

So I will attend the State of the 
Union Address this evening. I am very 
curious about what our President is 
proposing, but I am.. growing increas
ingly concerned that, as he said last 
Friday night in his town meeting, he 
had never seen a balanced budget 
amendment that he could agree on and 
he pooh-poohed in large part the one 
we had proposed saying we cannot put 
off this issue for 5 years, ignoring the 
fact that we were talking of immediate 
implementation and a phasing-in over 
a 5-year period, that largely he de
nounces the concept, a concept that I 
and others believe will be the only way 
we can return ourselves to fiscal re
sponsibility. 

So we will be reluctant to talk about 
taxes based on the record of 1984, 1986, 
and 1990 that in a bipartisan way this 
Congress of ours simply ignored the be
lief of the American public that we had 
to get our house in order and went on 
to spend and create the budgetary cri
sis that we are in today. 
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I hope our President has the will to 

resist the spending habits of this Con
gress and will work with us to imple
ment an environment of fiscal concern 
and fiscal responsibility. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

NATIONAL 
HEALTH 
OF 1993 

INSTITUTES 
REVITALIZATION 

OF 
ACT 

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, are we in 
morning business or on the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
currently considering S. 1. 

The Senator from Idaho had sought 
and received unanimous consent to 
proceed as if in morning business. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would 
like to be recognized to speak on S. 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I intend 
to vote on this legislation when and if 
it gets to a vote and I trust it will 
shortly. I think the work of the Na
tional Institutes of Health is commend
able in a number of areas and it has 

·certainly provided the kinds of break
throughs in medical treatment and di
agnosis that is important to many mil
lions of Americans. 

America offers the best quality medi
cal care in the world. We lead the world 
in pioneering cures for disease and 
finding innovative treatments. We are 
making dramatic discoveries in DNA 
fingerprinting, genetic markers, bio
medical research, and noninvasive sur
gery. No other society has matched our 
achievements in combating disease and 
bringing hope to those many millions 
and others around the world who suf
fer. The National Institutes of Health 
represents hope for many millions of 
Americans. Authorizing $6.1 billion 
next year for critical research I think 
is very important. 

I am pleased that this bill focuses 
new attention on cancer research. This 
legislation contains $2.2 billion for can
cer research, which is a 10-percent in
crease over fiscal year 1993 levels. Par
ticular emphasis is placed on breast 
cancer research and prostate cancer, 
the leading causes of deaths in women 
and men, respectively. 

The funding for breast cancer re
search I believe will devote $225 million 
to research the causes of breast cancer 
and an additional $100 million for re
search, prevention, education and 
training aspects of that issue. Breast 
cancer we know will afflict 1 in 9 
women and is the leading cause of can
cer ·deaths in women between the ages 
of 19 and 54, responsible for 32 percent 
of all cancers in women. 

In addition, the bill will authorize $75 
million for research on reproductive 
cancer. 

I am also pleased the legislation au
thorizes a 20-percent increase for fund
ing for the National Heart, Lung, and 
Blood Institute. This institute provides 
funding for the national research and 
demonstration centers for heart, blood 
vessel, lung and blood diseases, sickle 
cell anemia, and blood resources. This 
funding increase will enable research
ers to utilize and continue the rapid de
velopment of new technologies in 
heart, lung, and blood research. 

The bill also contains a number of 
other provisions that I support and I 
am pleased that will now be author
ized. 

Mr. President, I would like to raise 
some questions and concerns relative 
to one part of the bill that have pri
marily been resolved at least politi
cally by the President's decision 
through executive order to lift the ban 
on fetal tissue research. 

While I do support this bill and the 
many fine things it does, I do have 
some concerns about the use of fetal 
tissue in research with tax funds, be
cause it raises a number of ethical 
questions that I do not think have been 
satisfactory answered or resolved. I 
would hope that my colleagues voting 
for and undoubtedly passing this legis
lation will not conclude that this issue 
is put to rest, will not conclude that 
the questions have been answered, · and 
that all the ethical concerns have been 
addressed satisfactorily. 

Because, while the legislation before 
us contains some very important safe
guards, attempting to address some of 
those concerns, wrenching dilemmas, 
remain-dilemmas that are not, in my 
opinion, adequately addressed in the 
legislation. 

I believe it is our job, on this issue, 
to find a path that serves both public 
health and moral principle; a path that 
can offer hope, but also shows ethical 
insights. Because I think if we fail on 
either side, we fail in all. 

Scientific research does not occur in 
a moral vacuum. It has to be guided by 
something more than what is merely 
possible. 

We need to thoughtfully consider 
some important questions-questions I 
do not believe the President and his ad
ministration have adequately answered 
relative to this issue. 

Question No. 1: Will the use of fetal 
tissue from elective abortion create an 
irreversible economic and institutional 
bond between abortion centers and bio
medical science? 

Just think for a moment. If medical 
research becomes dependent on the 
provision of fetal tissue obtained from 
widespread abortion, a vested interest 
would clearly be created in a substan
tial, uninterrupted flow of fetal re
mains. Medical science would be de
pendent on continued legal abortion on 
demand. 

Second, what future will we find if 
tissue transplants dependent on elec
tive abortion are successful? 

If all the victims of diabetes, Parkin
son's, Alzheimer's disease, and neuro
logical trauma were to be treated with 
human fetal tissue-and it is these dis
eases where there is some promise that 
tissue transplant research can provide 
some, if not cures, at least some allevi
ation of some of the symptoms-if all 
the victims of those diseases were, 
through the research, demonstrated to 
benefit from fetal tissue transplan
tation, it is estimated that between 4 
and 20 million fetuses would have to be 
procured to supply the need for the 
treatment. 

This obviously presents an ethical di
lemma, because, just on this question 
alone, I believe we ought to be looking 
at some potential alternatives. Clearly, 
the demand for the fetal tissue would 
far outstrip the available current sup
ply. And that in and of itself creates an 
ethical dilemma for many of us and one 
that I think we ought to seriously con
sider. 

That is why I believe, along with oth
ers, that we need to direct attention to 
some alternatives-ways to generate 
fetal tissue without elective abortion, 
to look at cell cultures, the use of ani
mal tissue and other research. Some al
ternatives must be found to induced 
abortion if demand is to be met and an 
ethical nightmare avoided. 

Last year, Senator HATCH proposed 
an amendment to this legislation 
which would set up fetal tissue banks 
which would provide funds and an im
petus to establishing cell cultures and 
research into use of animal tissue. Un
fortunately, that amendment was de
feated. I regret that, because I believe 
that, without pursuing the alternative 
of providing fetal tissue for research 
and hopefully ultimately cure or alle
viation of symptoms for these diseases 
that affect so many Americans, we are 
putting ourselves into a nightmare of 
an ethical question at some point down 
the line. 

A third question I think we need to 
ask is: By what right is this tissue ob
tained? Certainly, the remains of a 
fetus in any elective abortion are not 
donated in any traditional sense of the 
word. The fetus can give no consent. It 
is, instead, provided by the very people 
who chose to end the life of the fetus. 
Can the person who ended a life be 
morally permitted to determined the 
use of the organs of that life? 

That is a question that I do not be
lieve the legislation answers, that we 
have adequately discussed, or that the 
administration has adequately consid
ered. And I would suggest to my col
leagues that is something we ought to 
be looking at very, very carefully. 

A fourth question: Is it really pos
sible to separate neatly the practice of 
abortion from its use in biomedical re
search? Are researchers merely using 
the results of abortion, or are they dic
tating its practice? There are real con
cerns about how fetal tissue currently 
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is being procured. Some types of abor
tions, like suction abortions, tear the 
fetus apart, making the brain recover
able in only 8 percent of the cases. 

A report issued by the University of 
Minnesota Center for Bioethics has 
stated that in Sweden: 

Doctors say they have obtained brain tis
sue with a forceps before the fetus was 
suctioned out of the mother. That raises the 
question of whether the fetus was killed by 
the harvesting of brain tissue or by abortion. 

Janice G. Raymond, professor of 
women's studies and medical ethics at 
the University of Massachusetts has 
testified that doctors are already alter
ing the methods of abortion in order to 
get the tissue they desire. "Doctors 
who are eager to get good tissue sam
ples," she says, "must put women at 
additional risk of complication by al
tering the methods for performing 
abortions and by extending the time it 
takes to perform a conventional abor
tion procedure." 

Dorle Vawter, of the Center for Bio
ethics at the University of Minnesota, 
has reaffirmed this observation, noting 
that some clinics currently alter abor
tion methods for tissue harvesting
slowing the abortion procedure, reduc
ing the pressure of the suction ma
chine, and increasing the size of dila
tion instruments, all practices which 
place women at additional risk. 

Finally, Mr. President, I believe we 
have to ask the question: Are we en
couraging abortion by covering it with 
a veneer of compassion? 

There are few, if any, Members of the 
U.S. Senate that stand and say, "I be
lieve we ought to encourage the use of 
abortion," regardless on which side you 
fall on this issue, pro-life or pro-choice. 
I do not believe I have heard a Senator 
stand and say, "I support ever-in
creased abortion." All have said, even 
though they support a pro-choice posi
tion, all have said we would hope we 
can reduce the incidence of abortion by 
reducing unwanted pregnancy, by re
ducing the need for abortion. Well, I 
believe that runs counter to the ques
tion that I have just raised here. 

My final question, and that is: Are 
we using the veneer of compassion
that is, using the byproduct from an 
abortion, the fetal tissue-to try to re
search and treat a demonstrable 
human illness, with potential for either 
curing that illness or alleviating the 
symptoms of that illness, are we set
ting ourselves up for a situation where 
we smooth over the rough question of 
whether or not abortions ought to be 
performed by saying that, well, at least 
the product of that goes to help those 
who are suffering? 

Let me quote Dr. Kathleen Nolan, 
formerly of the Hastings Center, who 
wrote: 

Lifesaving cures resulting from the use of 
cadaveric material might make abortion, 
and fetal death, seem less tragic. Enhancing 
abortion's image could thus be expected to 

undermine efforts to make it as little needed 
and little done procedure as possible. 

These are my questions, and my 
fears. As Stephen Post puts it: 

Ultimately, it is the specter of a society 
whose medical institutions are inextricably 
bound up with elective abortions and whose 
people come to believe that for their own 
health they have every right to feed off the 
unborn, that gives pause. 

I hope, Mr. President, all of us can 
give pause on these important ques
tions that have not yet been resolved 
and that we not today, with the pas
sage of this legislation, assume that 
this issue is no longer one that needs 
to be thought about or debated, assume 
that the issue has been taken care of in 
the legislation, and responds to inquir
ies on these questions by saying, oh, 
no, we took care of that early in 1993 
when we passed the NIH reauthoriza
tion bill. These questions remain. They 
are serious questions. They go to the 
very essence of life. They are questions 
that deserve careful consideration, re
visitation. 

I hope each Senator will take the 
time to investigate and think through 
the implications of what we are doing 
today and keep the issue one that we 
can visit on a number of occasions and 
discuss seriously and thoughtfully. 

I yield the floor. 
NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, there 
is more to the NIH than its Research 
Institutes and Center. One of its major 
assets is often overlooked. The Na
tional Library of Medicine is the 
world's greatest library for biomedi
care, behavioral sciences, and health 
services research and medicare infor
mation. 

Health services research is the main 
source of information that helps pol
icymakers, managers, clinicians and 
consumers make better decisions. 

As the health system becomes more 
complex, the problems more com
plicated, and the budgets tighter, it is 
increasingly important that decision 
makers have access to comprehensive 
and timely information. 

Currently, there is no centralized 
source of easily accessible information 
on heal th services research comparable 
to that available to biomedical re
searchers and clinicians. 

The most efficient way to fill this 
void is to build on the existing capac
ity of the National Library of Medi
cine. 

This legislation reauthorizes the Na
tional Library of Medicine and sup
ports the dissemination of biomedical 
and health information to health pro
fessions and the public. 

The Medical Library Assistance Pro
gram will expand outreach efforts to 
practicing physicians. This program 
will allow physicians working in their 
own offices to have access to the cur
rent diagnostic and treatment informa
tion now available mainly through li-

braries through the use of personal 
computers. 

Modern telecommunications tech
nologies can play a vital role in closing 
the gap between the quality of heal th 
care services available in urban Amer
ica and that available in the sparsely 
populated areas of the country. Rural 
patients can be hooked up to monitor
ing devices connected to academic 
medical centers, x-rays, EKG's, and 
other diagnostic information can be 
transmitted across country electroni
cally. Medical students and health care 
providers in rural areas can receive an 
continuing education via telecommuni
cations transmission. 

The bill promotes the use of tele
communication technology in the pro
vision of health care, the support of re
lated research, and the education of 
health care providers. 

The National Center for Bio
technology information will build new 
databases, develop ways to enhance 
and link existing ones, and develop new 
technologies for entering, storing, ana
lyzing, and transmitting massive 
amounts of information in the field of 
biotechnology. 

Through this legislation, we will en
sure the dissemination of the latest 
biotechnology discoveries and develop
ments to all our fellow citizens. The 
latest addict breakthroughs will be 
available to rural areas as well as the 
great urban medical centers. 

By investing in the National Library 
of Medicine, we will provide health 
care providers with the medical infor
mation necessary to improve the qual
ify of care, reduce health care cost and 
strengthen our health care delivery 
system. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
ofa quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERREY). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed for the next 5 minutes as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME IS RUNNING OUT 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I think 

we all know that time is running out 
on how and when we will deal with this 
deficit and the national debt which 
Members of both sides of the aisle have 
spoken to eloquently and articulately. 
The American people have spoken 
throughout the last campaign and all 
three candidates-Ross Perot, George 
Bush, and Bill Clinton-made deficit 
reduction a central issue of the cam
paign of 1992. 
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We have all seen the projections that 

have scared the financial markets and 
ought to scare all of us relative to 
where we are headed in this country if 
we do not take action now. We have 
talked about this for more than a dec
ade, yet very little has been done be
cause both the American people and 
the Congress, have not summoned up 
the will to attack this directly and 
substantially. 

I think all of us came to the 103d 
Congress believing that the time is 
now; that we should move forward in a 
decisive way; and that the American 
people would support such an effort, 
not perhaps enthusiastically, but with 
the realization that sacrifice had to be 
made. 

There are only two ways essentially 
to deal with this problem: One is to 
raise revenues and the other is to re
duce spending. Some feel that raising 
revenue is the answer. Others feel that 
exclusively reducing spending is the 
answer and others say a combination is 
needed. There is one thing that the 
American people know for sure, at 
least Hoosiers know for sure-We tried 
one way, we tried the method of raising 
taxes as a way of reducing the deficit 
and retiring some of the national debt, 
and that way failed. 

Fifty-six times in the past several 
decades we have raised taxes, almost 
every one of those times with the 
promise that the result would be a re
duction in the deficit. As Hoosiers and 
all Americans know, it has not worked. 
The latest of these increases was just 2 
years ago in the grand budget com
promise of 1990 which promised $3 of 
spending reductions for every dollar of 
tax increase. That is a ratio that has 
been used over and over. Regardless of 
which tax act you look at, it is always 
2 to 1 or 3 to l, but the result is usually 
just the opposite. We always end up 
getting the tax increase, but we do not 
seem to achieve the spending reduc
tion. 

It is easy-to put into place a change 
in withholding taxes or a change in tax 
law and then try to flow more money 
into the Treasury as a result, but it is 
extraordinarily difficult, as all of us 
have found, to achieve real spending re
ductions. 

I am not going to prejudge the Presi
dent's proposal which will be offered 
this evening, before Congress. However, 
has been leaked and discussed so far 
ought to give us all some pause and 
great concern. It certainly gave great 
concern to Wall Street yesterday with 
the largest fall in the Dow Jones aver
age in nearly a year and a half. It cer
tainly caused a ripple of concern-more 
than a ripple of concern-in the money 
markets around the world in relation 
to the value of the dollar. Based on 
what was reported the President will 
address this evening, a number of peo
ple have raised considerable concerns. 
They have raised those concerns be-

cause they have heard it all and seen it 
all before. They have been told that if 
we can just raise more revenue and 
sehd it to Washington, we can solve all 
of our problems; we can fund all the 
programs that we think are important 
for Americans; we can at the same 
time reduce the deficit. 

I need to tell you that Hoosiers are 
not absolutely opposed to raising taxes 
in any form. Many have come to me 
and said: If I knew that a tax increase 
was going to go directly to reducing 
the deficit, I would consider some plan 
where I was guaranteed that the in
crease in revenue that you extracted 
from my earnings would go to reduce 
the deficit because I believe that would 
be for the benefit of all of us in the fu
ture; that reducing the deficit would 
help our economy; and would result in 
a net gain for America in the future. 

But over and over and over we have 
asked the American people to send 
more dollars to Washington with the 
promise it would be used for deficit re
duction but the result being increased 
spending for new programs. The Amer
ican people have watched Congress . 
time and time again walk up to the 
line and back down in terms of enact
ing meaningful spending cuts. 

As I said, the reported proposal that 
the President will offer this evening 
looks as if, on the basis of the informa
tion that has been released, it is the 
same old story: All taxes, no spending 
cuts-that the promise of spending cuts 
is simply that, a promise. But the 
promise of taxes is a commitment to 
taxes. 

I hope that is not the case. I hope the 
President surprises us this evening. I 
hope he has been shrewd enough to pre
pare the American people for a real 
surprise, that just at the point where 
we are thinking, "Oh, no, there they go 
again, tax and spend," the President 
will lay down a substantive, meaning
ful reduction in the size of Govern
ment, in the programs that Govern
ment funds, in eliminating waste, in 
taking real steps to reduce spending, 
because I think all of us instinctively 
know that, unless we do that, we are 
not going to solve this deficit problem. 

We can tax and tax and throw reve
nue in here with adverse effects on the 
economy which ultimately are coun
terproductive to our ability to fund 
what Government should be funding, 
and we will not impose the kind of re
straint on spending that is necessary 
to reduce the deficit or to control what 
many think and I believe is runaway 
government. 

So I hope the President has a sur
prise for us tonight. Or I hope that 
even if the reported elements of the 
President's plan were correct this 
morning, the reaction of Wall Street 
yesterday, the stock market investors 
a cross this country and money mar
kets around the wor ld, would cause the 
administration to regroup and say, 

"Maybe we better revise the plan we 
were going to offer tonight." 

I hope that what is in the paper this 
morning is another trial balloon. We 
have had a lot of trial balloons on this 
economic plan. If they want to measure 
the effect of that, I think they just 
need to look at the consternation 
which is being raised across the coun
try. Americans do not have much con
fidence that this will provide the eco
nomic recovery we are looking for. We 
do not have any confidence that this is 
going to reduce the deficit. We do not 
have any confidence that this will deal 
with the real problem which was so in
tensely debated and discussed during 
the campaign of 1992. 

So I am going to wait to hear what 
the President has to say before I draw 
a final conclusion. I hope what the 
President has to say this evening is not 
what the President has said to date. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 12:30 
having passed, the Senate stands in re
cess until the hour of 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:38 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
REID). 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH REVITALIZATION ACT 
OF 1993 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business of the Senate is S. 1. 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE OREGON WAIVER 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have cleared just a few moments of 
comment with the managers of the bill. 
I would like to indicate that the Or
egon waiver, which is to free the State 
of Oregon up to proceed with a dem-
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onstration program on expanding 
health care to all people in our State 
for elementary health care, has been a 
national focus for now almost 4 years. 

In the Bush administration, we were 
hopeful to get that waiver to proceed 
to make this kind of creative experi
ment. Things got fouled up in the legis
lative branch. We could not secure the 
waiver. The executive branch cleared it 
at the White House level, at the Sec
retary's level, at OMB level, but then, 
as so oftentimes is the case, the law
yers get involved and it got hung up on 
legal .questions. I think that is being 
cleared now. 

Candidate Clinton, running for the 
Democratic nomination, made a very 
strong public support statement. And 
then President Clinton, in visiting the 
National Governors Conference, added 
his further comment to the Governor's 
resolution, which was unanimously 
adopted, to offer to give the waiver to 
the State of Oregon. 

I had intended to offer an amendment 
to this NIH pending bill. Mr. President, 
Secretary Shalala of HHS asked me not 
to offer the amendment. Senator PACK
WOOD, my colleague from the State of 
Oregon, has labored long on this issue, 
as all of us have in the House of Rep
resentatives as well as in the Senate. 
We felt we had really a strong commit
ment. We wanted to make sure that 
this was acted upon quickly. 

And I say that because, after 4 years, 
I have a letter here that I will ask 
unanimous consent to be printed in the 
RECORD from the Governor of our 
State, Barbara Roberts; from the presi
dent of the senate, Bill Bradbury; and 
the speaker of the house, Larry Camp
bell, urging an action by March 19 be
cause of the fiscal issues confronting 
the Oregon Legislature and the Gov
ernor. 

I have this letter, along with the Na
tional Governors' resolution to encour
age prompt approval of the Oregon 
waiver, along with a news release as to 
the President's statement in which it 
says, "Clinton said the states were re
quired to wait too long, fight through a 
rules process too complex and dupli
cate each other's efforts in seeking to 
provide the most cost-effective health 
services they can under the Federal 
Medicare rules." 

Now, all of these documents, I will 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD, along with the letter 
from Secretary Shalala. 

Mr. President, she says in this letter: 
This letter confirms our conversation con

cerning the Oregon waiver which is currently 
pending review by the Heal th Care Financing 
Administration. We are discussing with the 
Justice Department their concerns regarding 
the impact of the waiver on the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. I am confident that 
these discussions will be completed within 
the next few weeks. It is my intention to 
issue a decision on the waiver request and 
notify the Governor and the Congressional 
delegation no later than March 19, 1993 con
cerning the final disposition of this matter. 

I enjoyed our meeting and look forward to 
a productive working relationship in the 
years ahead. 

Signed, 
DoNNA E. SHALALA. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
documents be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRET ARY OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
Washington, DC, February 17, 1993. 

Senator MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Senate Hart Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: This letter con
firms our conversation concerning the Or
egon waiver which is currently pending re
view by the Heal th Care Financing Adminis
tration. We are discussing with the Justice 
Department their concerns regarding the im
pact of the waiver on the Americans with 
Disabilities Act. I am confident that these 
discussions will be completed within the 
next few weeks. It is my intention to issue a 
decision on the waiver request and notify the 
Governor and the congressional delegation 
no later than March 19, 1993 concerning the 
final disposition of this matter. 

I enjoyed our meeting and look forward to 
a productive working relationship in the 
years ahead. 

Sincerely, 
DONNA E. SHALALA. 

[From the Governors' Association, 
Washington, DC] 

NATIONAL HEALTH REFORM AND COST 
CONTAINMENT 

1. INTRODUCTION 
The United States spends more on health 

care than any other industrialized nation 
even though fewer of our citizens have in
sured access to the health care system. 
Moreover, growth in the American health 
care industry has exceeded growth in the 
overall U.S. economy for almost every one of 
the last thirty years. As a result, health care 
expenditures represent an increasing share of 
the economy as measured by the gross do
mestic product (GDP). In 1980 health care 
was approximately 9.1 percent of GDP; in 
1992 it represented 13.4 percent; and it is pro
jected to represent about 17 percent of GDP 
by the turn of the century if current trends 
continue. 

This phenomenal growth in costs has nega
tively affected government at every level 
and has seriously eroded the competitive 
edge of our businesses attempting to com
pete in a global marketplace. 

Clearly the nation cannot sustain the cur
rent rate of growth in health care costs. If 
the system is expanded to include universal 
coverage without reform, the cost problems 
will be greatly exacerbated. While people 
may argue about the final target for an ac
ceptable rate of growth in costs, the nation 
must develop a health care system that over 
the next several years will move growth in 
costs toward a long-term sustainable level. 

The kinds of structural changes that must 
occur in the health care system to control 
costs cannot be effective unless and until 
every legal resident has health insurance. 
Universal access to health care is both a 
moral imperative and an invaluable cost 
containment tool. 

2. BASIC FEDERAL FRAMEWORK 
The Governors support a managed com

petitive approach to health care reform that 

is organized by the federal government. How
ever, attention must be paid to ensuring that 
the approach will work in both rural and 
inner-city areas. Toward that end, the fed
eral government should establish a national 
health care board that includes state and 
local representation. Much of the framework 
for implementing managed competition 
could be accomplished by the national board. 

The basic and fundamental federal frame
work for a restructured health care system 
that both controls costs and provides access 
and coverage must, at a minimum, include 
the following: 

Universal access. Universal access to 
health care coverage should be guaranteed to 
every American. States should have the op
tion of providing access to heal th care either 
through public or private programs or 
through an employer mandated system simi
lar to those pursued in Kentucky, Oregon, 
and Hawaii. 

A standardized and federally organized in
formation base for consumers. The database 
must include price and quality information 
for all providers of heal th care services in a 
given geographic area. 

Federally organized national outcomes re
search. One component of such research 
should focus on primary and preventive care. 
Among other uses, this research could be 
used as a basis for clinical practice models. 

Federal minimum standards for the regula
tion of health insurance. These minimum 
standards must be developed in consultation 
with states and include limitations on the 
variation in rates that different individuals 
and groups charge; limitations on medical 
underwriting; and guaranteed renewability, 
portability, and availability of insurance 
products. States can exceed these minimum 
standards. These standards should apply to 
nontraditional insurance mechanisms, such 
as Multiple Employee Welfare Arrangements 
(MEWAs) and other ERISA plans, and to 
newly formed Health Insurance Purchasing 
Cooperatives. Once reforms are imple
mented, individuals bear a personal respon
sibility to obtain coverage either through 
public or private programs. The cost of cov
erage would be supplemented for low-income 
individuals. 

· State-organized purchasing cooperatives. 
Through purchasing cooperatives, affordable 
insurance products will be made available. 
States and the federal government must 
work together to ensure that states have 
flexibility in establishing and operating pur
chasing cooperatives within a national 
framework. Purchasing cooperatives should 
allow for public or private operation under 
state regulation. 

Tort and liability reform standards. Tort 
and liability standards for health care should 
be developed by the federal government. 
However, states must have the flexibil.ity to 
design and regulate their own programs that 
meet the federal standards or further limit 
liability. 

A single national claims form. The federal 
government, in consultation with states, 
must develop a single claims form and sup
port the development of electronic billing as 
a means to reduce administrative costs. A 
single electronic claims form system will 
simplify the administrative procedures for 
all health care participants, including hos
pitals, physicians, insurers, employers, gov
ernment, and consumers. 

Core benefits package. The federal govern
ment, in consultation with states, localities, 
businesses, and labor organizations, must de
velop a core benefits package comparable to 
those now provided by the most efficient and 
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cost-effective health maintenance organiza
tions. There may be some state or regional 
variations in the basic benefit package, but 
such variations must be certified by a na
tional health care board. Individuals would 
be free to purchase additional insurance with 
after-tax dollars. This package could be ad
justed as additional information from out
comes research becomes available. 

Limitations on tax deductibility of health 
insurance. The federal tax code must be 
amended to limit the tax deduction/exemp
tion of health insurance for both employers 
and employees. Employer-paid insurance 
above the limit would be taxable to either 
the employer or employee. The self-em
ployed would be eligible to purchase fully de
ductible health insurance-exempt from tax
ation as personal income-within the federal 
limit and/or tied to a percentage of an in
come level. This limit may be tied to the 
local cost of a basic benefit package and set 
at a specific dollar amount. Additional cov
erage or care can be purchased with after-tax 
dollars. 

Primary and preventive care. The federal 
government must greatly expand its support 
for primary and preventive care including, 
but not limited to, periodic health 
screenings, prenatal care, well-baby care, 
and childhood immunizations. 

3. SPECIFIC COST CONTAINMENT STRATEGIES 
Even if a federal framework is established 

that adheres to the principles just described, 
a real possibility exists that the federal gov
ernment will attempt cost control by cap
ping the federal medical entitlement pro
grams. A cap only on federal heal th care en
titlement programs will most certainly con
tinue to shift costs to the private sector and 
local governments and reduce real benefits. 
A more effective strategy is to control costs 
throughout the health care system by devel
oping health care expenditure targets. 

It is unrealistic to immediately enforce 
strict budget limits on heal th care spending, 
since available data are not sufficient to set 
accurate spending ceilings. However, the na
tional framework, developed in consultation 
with the states, should include cost control 
mechanisms which should be implemented 
by the states as quickly as possible. Cost 
containment strategies must consider all the 
.major cost-drivers in the health care and 
health insurance systems. Incentives such as 
expedited waivers and Medicaid demonstra
tions must also be available to contain costs. 

Goals for the growth of national health 
care expenditures should be established for 
expenditures that are publicly supported ei
ther directly or through the tax code. Heal th 
care expenditures made by individuals with 
after-tax dollars would not be included in the 
targets. The national goals should be u:sed to 
estimate expenditure targets for each state. 

Data systems necessary to objectively 
measure national and state health care ex
penditures must be established. 

As data become available, there should be 
a review of the progress the federal and state 
governments have made toward achieving 
the national expenditure goals. 

The federal government should issue an an
nual report to the states that addresses the 
following. 

The effectiveness of our health care ex
penditures toward producing and maintain
ing health for all of our citizens. The data 
should be presented in at least the following 
categories: populations, state-by-state, 
urban and rural, fee-for-service, various 
types of managed care, and comparative 
therapies. 

The status of data system improvements, 
including the development of data cat
egories, sample sizes, and timeliness. 

The progress or failure of each state to
ward any state or per capita expenditure 
goals. 

4. STATE AND LOCAL MANAGEMENT 
Within the context of a managed competi

tive approach to health care reform that en
sures universal access and controls costs, the 
Governors support the principle of state and 
local management. State and local govern
ments will need a set of tools to manage a 
cost-effective health care system. 

States wishing to undertake reforms which 
complement the federal framework described 
above and which are aimed at significantly 

·expanding access to health care and control
ling health care costs should be encouraged 
to move ahead in advance of full implemen
tation of national reforms and should be 
given the tools necessary to be successful. 
For example, Governors encourage prompt 
approval of the Oregon waiver request. 

Assuming that there still is a public pro
gram, even if that public program is modeled 
after Medicaid, state and local governments 
will need stable financing and a uniform def
inition of eligibility. Beyond that, however, 
state and local governments must be given 
the flexibility and authority to fully inte
grate the public program into a service de
livery system that reflects the national 
movement toward managed care. The federal 
government must not impose mandates be
yond the core benefits or service delivery re
strictions on the public program. A stream
lined and efficient public program will obvi
ate the need for the complex and costly 
waiver process. 

If Medicare continues to exist as a separate 
program, state and local governments will 
need the flexibility to fully integrate Medi
care into their health care systems. 

States must have the ability to include the 
current self-insured market (ERISA plans) in 
their state design. 

States must have additional authority now 
precluded by federal anti-trust statutes. 

5. ADDITIONAL FEDERAL/STATE ISSUES 
The federal government must participate 

in a discussion about how to deal with the 
access issues of rural areas, inner cities, and 
populations currently financed by federal 
programs, including Native Americans, vet
erans, and dependents of military personnel. 
The federal government also must partici
pate in discussions about the provision of 
care to undocumented aliens. 

The federal government must reaffirm the 
traditional role of public health programs in
cluding epidemiology, environmental health, 
and disease prevention while integrating pri
mary and preventive care services into the 
core benefits package to the extent possible. 
Adequate federal resources and technical as
sistance must be provided to ensure that the 
public health needs of states and commu
nities can be met. 

Federal, state, and local governments must 
work toward agreement on a long-term care 
program that recognizes the need for dif
ferent levels of care and support either with
in or outside a health care institution. 

The Governors are prepared to work with 
other interested organizations and with the 
President and Congress to flesh out the de
tails of specific proposals and then to secure 
formal support and enactment. 

OFFICE OF THE GoVERNOR, 
Salem, OR, February 16, 1993. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MARK: As you know, the State of Or
egon awaits a decision by the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services on our Medicaid 
waiver request. The expansion of health ben
efits to an estimated 120,000 Oregonians re
mains a high priority for our state. This is 
an historic opportunity for Oregon and I 
deeply appreciate your efforts on our behalf. 

As the legislature considers its 1~95 
budget, we need a timely waiver decision so 
the legislature can allocate the needed reve
nue for the program. 

I support your efforts to get us a timely 
decision through the Congressional action 
you have described. We believe the waiver re
quest should be judged on its merits and we 
do need the decision by mid-March. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 

BARBARA RoBERTS, 
Governor. 

STATE CAPITOL, 
Salem, OR, February 3, 1993. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Building, 
Washington DC. 

DEAR MARK: As you know, the 67th Oregon 
Legislative Assembly is off and rolling once 
again. There are many pressing issues that 
are at hand for Oregon; one of course is the 
budget considerations. We have a 1.2 billion 
dollar short fall and if we are going to be 
able to deal with funding the Oregon waiver 
for the upcoming biennium it is imperative 
that it be approved within the next 45 days. 

This is a high priority but we find it un
likely that we will be able to deal with the 
funding of this waiver for the 1993-95 bien
nium if it is not received by mid-March. 
Therefore, we hope that your office can be 
instrumental in assisting us so that we may 
attempt to deal with the waiver this session. 

If there is anymore that we can do from 
this end please don't hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 
LARRY L. CAMPBELL, 

Speaker of the House, Oregon Legislative 
Assembly. 

BILL BRADBURY, 
Senate President, Oregon Legislative Assem

bly. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 2, 1993] 
GOVERNORS, CLINTON TALK HEALTH CARE 

(By Ann Devroy and Dana Priest) 
President Clinton yesterday promised the 

nation's governors he would give them more 
flexibility in the way they provide health 
care to indigent residents under Medicaid, 
and revealed plans to include $30 billion in 
tax credits and spending increases in his eco
nomic package to be unveiled later this 
month. 

Clinton's two-hour-plus session with the 
governors at the White House, extraor
dinarily long by the standards of past presi
dents, allowed him to shift public focus back 
to his major campaign themes: preparing his 
economic program for its Feb. 17 State of the 
Union presentation, writing his budget for 
his first such submission on March 23 and 
starting extensive work on health care re
form. 

Clearly sensitive to the Medicaid issue 
from his years as a governor, Clinton said 
the states were required to wait too long, 
fight through a rules process too complex 
and duplicate each other's efforts in seeking 
to provide the most cost-effective health 
services they can under the federal Medicaid 
rules. 

To remedy that, he said he had directed 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices and the federal Heal th Care Financing 
Administration to cut back-to one-re-
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quests to the states for more documentation 
and clarifications of requests for waivers. He 
also ha.s asked for establishment of a list of 
innovative state programs that would be
come available to all states once one had re
ceived federal approval and for an overall re
view of the process by which states get waiv
ers from federal Medicaid rules. 

"For years and years and years, governors 
have been screaming for relief from the cum
bersome process by which the federal govern
ment has micromanaged the health care sys
tem affecting poor Americans," Clinton said. 
"We are going to try to give them that relief 
so that for lower costs we can do more good 
for more people." 

But Clinton stopped short of actually 
granting exemptions or waivers to states at
tempting comprehensive health reform
Florida and Oregon among them. 

According to two Republican governors, 
Carroll A. Campbell Jr. of South Carolina 
and William F. Weld of Massachusetts, Clin
ton told the group that his package to stim
ulate the economy will reach S30 billion, half 
in direct government spending on projects 
such as road building and half on tax credits 
to business and industry. 

Officials last week estimated the package 
would be $20 billion to $25 billion. Although 
Clinton did not say so, it was estimated the 
package would increase the overall deficit by 
$30 billion the first year and be accompanied 
by a direct deficit reduction package for 
later years. 

The governors said Clinton told them the 
White House wants to fund projects that can 
be started within 60 days. Clinton was hand
ed what amounts to a governors' wish list-
$6.5 billion in transportation projects that 
are already to go under last year's transpor
tation bill. 

The governors praised Clinton's effort on 
Medicaid and his pledge to include their rep
resentatives in his health care task force 
headed by Hillary Rodham Clinton. She and 
Tipper Gore, wife of the vice president, at
tended the governors' session at the White 
House. 

Medicaid, the state-federal program that 
provides health care to poor and disabled 
Americans, is the fastest-growing part of 
most states' budgets and accounts for as 
much as 20 percent of some states' spending. 
Combined federal and state spending for 
Medicaid has doubled since 1989 to $140 bil
lion this year. 

In an effort to hold down health care costs, 
states want to experiment with nontradi
tional ways to provide health care to the 
poor. 

Some states, for example, would rather 
allow elderly recipients to live at home with 
the assistance of nurses than to live in nurs
ing homes required under Medicaid rules. 
Others would like to use Medicaid to cover 
uninsured children and pregnant women 
whose household income is too high to qual
ify but too low to pay for preventive and pri
mary care. 

To try such experiments, a state must ob
tain a waiver from Health Care Financing 
Administration in a process that can take 
years. Clinton, in his first meeting with 
then-President George Bush after the No
vember election, complained to him about 
Medicaid rules, he told reporters then. 

In addition, source said Clinton and the 
governors are close to an agreement on al
lowing as many as 32 states to collect up to 
$350 million more in federal Medicaid grants 
this year than was allowed by the Bush ad
ministration. The money goes to reimburse 
hospitals that serve an unusually high vol
ume of indigent patients. 

Clinton also discussed health care reform 
with the governors, but only in broad terms. 
"The very tough, difficult" issues like cost 
controls "were not discussed today," said 
Colorado Gov. Roy Romer (D). 

Later in the day, Senate Majority leader 
George J. Mitchell (D-Maine), who last year 
opposed waivers as an impediment to overall 
reform, told the governors he hoped they 
would use the liberalized waivers to push 
ahead with state experiments in improving 
health care delivery. 

"State action at this time will not inter
fere with national health care reform," 

. Mitchell said. "We need a comprehensive na
tional health plan, but it must include sub
stantial authority and flexibility at the 
state level." 

As he puts together his spending plans, 
Clinton on Thursday will be informing de
partments and agencies of the deficit projec
tions and economic stimulus decisions he has 
made for his first budget, and those officials 
must file appeals by Monday. 

According to administration officials, the 
appeals must be "pay-as-you-go" appeals, 
that is, if a department wants more money 
for one of its programs, it must offset that 
with less in another of its programs. While 
the broad Clinton economic program will be 
unveiled in his State of the Union address on 
Feb. 17, the details will come in the formal 
1994 federal budget to be released on 
March 23. 

Mr. HATFIELD. These documents, 
Mr. President, do satisfy my desire to 
this congressional position taken on 
this. Senator MOYNIHAN of the Finance 
Committee and Senator PACKWOOD, the 
ranking member of the Finance Com
mittee, have both assented to this 
waiver, support the waiver. And, as the 
Senator from New York indicated to 
me this noon, we will revisit this issue 
if it is not completed satisfactorily by 
March 19. 

I thank the chairman of the commit
tee for permitting this intrusion into 
his timeframe and these amendments 
pending. 

I want to say again, Mr. President, I 
am happy that the Secretary and oth
ers have given their support to this. I 
am very hopeful that we can get it 
acted upon soon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun

ior Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

hope this is the end of a torturous road 
that Senator HATFIELD and I, Congress
man WYDEN and others have pursued 
for the last solid 18 months and for the 
better part of 2112 years. 

In the 1989 session of the legislature 
in Oregon, three bills were passed. One 
said that we will cover everybody in 
the State to the limit of the poverty 
level with Medicaid. We do not do that 
now. Most States do not do that now. 
And we said we would cover them on a 
broader basis than they are now cov
ered. But we indicated that we would 
not cover everybody for every proce
dure that a much smaller group of peo
ple who are now covered by Medicaid 
are covered. 

In other words, we said we are going 
to try to cover everybody with a basic, 

broad medical plan. But in order to do 
that, because we do not have a lot of 
money to spend, we do not want to be 
compelled to cover some procedures 
that are very expensive that a very few 
people use. 

The legislature passed that. They 
also passed an employer mandate bill, 
indicating that employers in the State 
must provide at least the minimum 
benefits package that Medicaid recipi
ents would be eligible for. That would 
go into effect, however, only a.fter the 
Medicaid waiver was passed. 

Then we passed a third bill that was 
an insurance risk pool. For those that 
are unemployed but they are not eligi
ble for Medicaid, they would be in the 
State risk pool. The money would be 
collected from employers and else
where and that risk pool would cover 
the others. 

So, in essence, we were going to 
cover everybody. Everybody in the 
State, employed or unemployed, Medic
aid to 100 percent of the poverty level, 
but in order to do it, we need a waiver 
from the Federal Government to be 
permitted to experiment with the Med
icaid plan and the mandate on the em
ployers to cover their employees did 
not go into effect until we got the 
waiver for the insurance pool. 

And for 18 solid months we tried to 
get the waiver from the Bush adminis
tration. First, we were told there was a 
budget problem. And I worked exten
sively with then Budget Director Dick 
Darman. We got over that. Then we 
were told there was an abortion prob
lem, that this Medicaid waiver would 
fund abortions. And, of course, the Fed
eral law prohibits the use of Federal 
funds for abortions. And we indicated 
the waiver cannot override the Federal 
law. The President does not have the 
power just to waive Federal law. Got 
over that one. 

Then in the midst of this, we passed 
the Americans with Disabilities Act 
while Oregon was applying for the Med
icaid waiver. And the argument was 
this discriminated against the dis
abled. The Department of Justice 
looked at it. Allegedly this was the 
reason the Bush administration did not 
want to grant the waiver. I say "alleg
edly." I do not know if that was the 
reason, but I take them at their word. 

And bear in mind, this act was not in 
full effect when Oregon applied for the 
waiver. We could not foresee this com
ing. 

But here is the premise of what we 
are trying to do. And President Clin
ton, several weeks ago when he met 
with the Governors, said he wanted to 
grant all of these waivers and let the 
States experiment. 

The premise is very simple in this 
Medicaid program of Oregon's. That 
premise is that at public expense, we 
cannot afford to cover every illness 
known to the mind of man or woman, 
no matter how expensive the treat-
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ment, that we cannot afford to provide 
for every citizen at public expense the 
kind of health treatment that Henry 
Ford or John Rockefeller, if they were 
alive, would pay for themselves. We 
just do not have that much public 
money. 

So not only did we pass this bill, we 
then set up a commission that held 
hearings all over the State as to what 
should be the priority of the care, what 
is the most important cost-benefit 
medical procedure you can have. 

As I recall, I cannot remember if it 
was 789 or 719 procedures, what was the 
least. At the top, as I recall, was viral 
pneumonia; if not viral, the other 
pneumonia, which is easily treated 
with antibiotics and if you catch it 
quick you are cured and you are not 
likely to die of it. You are going to live 
a long time. And it is very expensive if 
you were to look at the entire list from 
one to the bottom. I do not think you 
would quarrel much with the philoso
phy of the cost-benefit system. You 
might quarrel with something that is 
350 on the list as opposed to 360. But if 
you look at the whole list, whether it 
is elderly care, children, prenatal care, 
pregnant women, medicine that is rel
atively inexpensive, comparatively 
speaking, and which has a tremendous 
payout in terms of saving medical ex
penses at the other end. 

Now, that is the philosophy of what 
we are trying to do. Some people call it 
rationing. But I would say we ration 
medicine now. I indicated earlier, Or
egon does not cover people to 100 per
cent of the poverty level on Medicaid 
nor does any other State I know of. 
That is rationing. If you are above the 
poverty level that the State covers on 
Medicaid, you are out. Not a sou, not a 
penny. You are out. That is rationing. 
That is very brutal rationing. 

So, Oregon tried to rationally-not 
rationingly-rationally come up with a 
list that said what is the most impor

. tant; what is the least important. I 
cannot recall how close to the bottom 
it is but one of the ones very close to 

· the bottom is cosmetic surgery for 
pure cosmetic purposes. You are not in 
an accident, you just do not like your 
face and you would like to change it. 
The public is not going to pay for that. 
And it is understandable. 

I hope the President will grant this 
waiver. I understand the sensitivity of 
it. But I also understand the need to 
restrain health costs in this country. 

Within 3 or 4 years, Medicare and 
Medicaid together will exceed what we 
now pay out for Social Security-what 
we then pay out for Social Security. It 
will go beyond it in about 1997, as I re
call-I may be off a year-and then it 
widens after that. What we pay out for 
Social Security and what we pay out 
for Medicaid are getting greater and 
greater. The health costs go up 
exponentially. Social Security only 
goes up with the cost of living. Public 

health care, Medicare, Medicaid, goes 
up in places 2 to 3 to 4 to 5 times, on 
occasion, the cost of living. So we are 
trying to bring it under control. 

In the meantime, the President and 
Ms. Clinton are working on a national 
health plan. But the President very 
clearly said he thinks the States ought 
to be laboratories. He emphasized that 
again when he spoke to the Gov
ernors-all of them, Republican and 
Democratr-when they were here 2 
weeks ago or 3 weeks ago. He indicated 
how much he wanted to let the States 
experiment, eight or nine States hav
ing requests for Medicaid waivers-
none as far-reaching and dramatic as 
Oregon. · 

Oregon so far is the only one of any 
State that has said we have finally 
come to the Rubicon and we must 
make a decision in terms of public 
money. How much we are going to 
spend for heal th, how much we are 
going to spend for education, how 
much we are going to spend for high
ways. And then within health, if you 
say that is all we have to spend be
cause if we spend more we have to 
short other priorities within health, we 
are going to try to spend it on the best 
basis possible. That is all we are ask
ing. 

I am delighted we have finally-I do 
not want to say "finally" gotten a 
promise out of this administration, it 
is brand new-but we have finally got
ten a promise that we will get a deci
sion. I hope it is a favorable decision 
al though I think I would feel very 
strongly unless the administration just 
said we will veto it, I would be tempted 
to try this on the floor if we do not get 
a favorable decision. 

What Oregon wants to try, the Na
tion will one day have to come to. The 
Congressional Budget Office has esti
mated that health care costs in this 
Nation-this is public and private, not 
just public costs-health care costs in 
this country, which are now about 14 
percent of our gross domestic product, 
will by the year 2000 be close to 20 per
cent of our gross national product. One 
dollar in five in this country we will 
spend on health. And for every 1-per
cent increase that we spend, it is 1-per
cent less we can spend on something 
else, assuming we were to spend it in
stead of applying it to the deficit, even. 
But it is 1-percent less we can spend on 
something else. 

This country cannot forever run on 
the equivalent of the unending salt box 
at the bottom of the sea. There is a 
limit to money. There is a limit to how 
much taxpayers will pay, how much 
they should pay, and there is a limit to 
the total quantities of services we can 
give in this country. If you want to 
talk aircraft safety and Amtrak and 
environment and the forest service and 
heal th and Social Security and de
fense-there is a limit. 

And I personally would pref er to not 
raise taxes if we are simply going to 

spend the money, if we are not going to 
use it to narrow the deficitr-and we 
never have used it to narrow the deficit 
before. All we do is raise the taxes and 
spend the money, either on new pro
grams or expended old programs. If we 
are not going to use taxes to narrow 
the deficit, then the only way we are 
going to narrow it is to restrain spend
ing. 

I want to emphasize restrain, because 
people in Government use the word cut 
in a funny way. If you have $100 a 
month from the Government this year, 
$100 every month, and if you thought 
you were going to get $120 next year 
and you got $110, people say they have 
been cut $10. They have not been cut. I 
do not know any business that uses the 
term cut in that sense. 

If we are not going to raise taxes to 
narrow the deficit then the only way to 
narrow the deficit is to restrain the in
crease in spending. And if we are going 
to restrain it, it means priorities. 

If health care is the highest priority, 
and there is tQ be no limit on it, then 
everything else is going to have to 
have more severe limits on it. It is 
really a philosophical choice. It is not 
in essence a political choice. When it 
comes to the prioritizing of medical 
care, it is very much a moral, almost a 
theological choice. But it is one this 
country must come to. 

Oregon has come to it. Oregon wants 
permission to try it. And I hope very 
much this administration would give 
us that chance. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 
AMENDMENT NO. 35 

(Purpose: To ensure that foreign corpora
tions are not provided with access to infor
mation derived from research funded in 
part with Federal funds prior to such infor
mation being publicly made available to 
domestic corporations) 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], 
for himself, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. HELMS, 
proposes an amendment numbered 35 to the 
reported committee substitute as modified, 

At the end of title XX, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 20 • ACCESS TO INFORMATION BY FOREIGN 

CORPORATIONS. 
(a) PROHIBITION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, information derived 
through research and development activities 
conducted in whole or in part with funds re
ceived from the National Institutes of Health 
or the National Science Foundation, may 
not be made available to a foreign corpora
tion within the meaning of section 7701(a)(5) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or a 
United States based subsidiary corporation 
of such a foreign corporation, by an institu
tion of higher education if such corporation 
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of subsidiary has a financial relationship 
with the institution. 

(2) FINANCIAL RELATIONSHIP.-A financial 
relationship with an institution as described 
in paragraph (1) shall exist if-

(A) the corporation or subsidiary involved 
has paid a fee to the institution; 

(B) the institution has accepted any gifts 
or donations of the corporation or subsidiary 
involved; or 

(C) the institution had acquired any stock 
or other financial holding in the corporation 
or subsidiary involved. 

(3) DEFINITION.-As used in paragraph (1), 
the term "i;ubsidiary corporation" means 
any corporation (incorporated in the United 
States) in an unbroken chain of corporations 
beginning with the foreign corporation in
volved if, at the time the information to 
which paragraph (1) is sought, each of the 
corporations other than the last corporation 
in the unbroken chains owns stock possess
ing 50 percent or more of the total combined 
voting power of all classes of stock in one of 
the other corporations in such chain. 

(b) SHARING OF lNFORMATION.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, an insti
tution of higher education may not permit 
the sharing of information derived from re
search and development activities conducted 
in whole or in part with funds received from 
the National Institutes of Health or the Na
tional Science Foundation with a foreign 
corporation (within the meaning of section 
770l(a)(5) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) or a subsidiary of that corporation, 
prior to the time at which such information 
becomes publicly available. 

(c) GUIDELINES.-Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the Director of the National Science Founda
tion shall promulgate guidelines for the im
plementation of this section. 

(d) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services and the 
Director of the National Science Foundation 
shall prepare and submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a report concerning 
the implementation of this section, includ
ing an assessment of the status and progress 
of recipients of funds to which the section 
applies in complying with this section. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT NO. 36 TO AMENDMENT NO. 35 
(Purpose: To ensure that foreign corpora

tions are not provided with access to infor
mation derived from research funded in 
part with Federal funds prior to such infor
mation being publicly made available to 
domestic corporations) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment in the second degree to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN

NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered 36, 
to amendment numbered 35. 

In the amendment strike all after SEC. and 
insert the following: 

20 • ACCESS TO INFORMATION BY FOREIGN 
CORPORATIONS. 

(a) PROHIBITION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, information derived 

through research and development activities 
conducted in whole or in part with funds re
ceived from the National Institutes of Health 
or the National Science Foundation, may 
not be made available to a foreign corpora
tion within the meaning of section 7701(a)(5) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or a 
United States based subsidiary corporation 
of such a foreign corporation, by an institu
tion of higher education if such corporation 
or subsidiary has a financial relationship 
with the institution. 

(2) FINANCIAL RELATIONSHIP.-A financial 
relationship with an institution as described 
in paragraph (1) shall exist if-

(A) the corporation or subsidiary involved 
has paid a fee to the institution; 

(B) the institution has accepted any gifts 
or donations of the corporation or subsidiary 
involved; or 

(C) the institution had acquired any stock 
or other financial holding in the corporation 
or subsidiary involved. 

(3) DEFINITION.-As used in paragraph (1), 
the term "subsidiary corporation" means 
any corporation (incorporated in the United 
States) in an unbroken chain of corporations 
beginning with the foreign corporation in
volved if, at the time the information to 
which paragraph (1) is sought, each of the 
corporations other than the last corporation 
in the unbroken chain owns stock possessing 
50 percent or more of the total combined vot
ing power of all classes of stock in one of the 
other corporations in such chain. 

(b) SHARING OF lNFORMATION.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, an insti
tution of higher education may not permit 
the sharing of information derived from re
search and development activities conducted 
in whole or in part with funds received from 
the National Institutes of Health or the Na
tional Science Foundation with a foreign 
corporation (within the meaning of section 
7701(a)(5) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) or a subsidiary of that corporation, 
prior to the time at which such information 
becomes publicly available. 

(C) GUIDELINES.-Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the Director of the National Science Founda
tion shall promulgate guidelines for the im
plementation of this section. 

(d) REPORT.-Not later than 13 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the Director of the National Science Founda
tion shall prepare and submit to the appro
priate committees of Congress a report con
cerning the implementation of this section, 
including an assessment of the status and 
progress of recipients of funds to which this 
section applies in complying with this sec
tion. 

Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Oklahoma, Sen
ator NICKLES, and the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina, Senator 
HELMS, be added as original cosponsors 
to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without. 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, often 
the best intended and successful plans 
wander astray over time. In 1980, 13 
years ago, the Congress passed the pat
ent and trademark amendments, the 

Bayh-Dole Act. This act was intended 
to encourage the commercial licensing 
and development of federally funded re
search on the part of universities and 
other entities. In large part, these 
amendments have been successful. 
They have fostered a closer working re
lationship between industry and uni
versities. This relationship provides ad
ditional private funding for research, 
more income for universities, and most 
importantly, commercial and competi
tive applications for our Federal re
search dollars. 

Much of the success of the 1980 
amendments can be attributed to a 
lack of government interference in the 
establishment of these university-busi
ness partnerships. However, a lack of 
government oversight has also led to 
what must be perceived as a terrible 
abuse of the system on the part of 
some universities. Presently, a number 
of leading research universities receiv
ing funding through the National 
Science Foundation and the National 
Institutes of Health provide advance 
and exclusive access to this federally 
sponsored research to industrial cor
porations through what are known as 
industrial liaison programs, or ILP's. 
These programs should, Mr. President, 
ostensibly be helping American com
petitiveness by orienting Federal re
search dollars toward marketable tech
nologies from which we create jobs. 

Unfortunately, many of our research 
dollars, funded by the American tax
payer, are producing technologies that 
are provided to the foreign competitors 
of our own American companies. 

Mr. President, there can be abso
lutely no justification for this practice. 
The products of research money, pro
vided by the Federal Government for 
the betterment of the American people 
and their economic well-being, are 
being transferred to our overseas com
petitors. Mr. President, our trade bal
ance remains in the red year after 
year. We, in Congress, bemoan the lack 
of American competitiveness and loss 
of jobs to foreign industry. In turn, we 
provide taxpayer money for NIH and 
National Science Foundation research 
with high humane and economic goals 
for the fruits of this research. 

We are rewarded with the transfer of 
new technology produced with this re
search to our foreign competitors. I 
cannot possibly justify this practice to 
the American worker who has lost his 
or her job because of foreign competi
tion; or to any taxpayer who sends his 
or her hard-earned money to the Inter
nal Revenue Service. It disturbs me 
tremendously to think that the Amer
ican consumer might purchase a prod
uct or service that was developed with 
his or her tax dollars, but manufac
tured and marketed by a foreign com
pany in competition with domestic 
manufacturers. 

Mr. President, the methods of this 
transfer vary from university to uni-
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versity. However, the common method 
of foreign transfer of this technology is 
through so called industrial liaison 
programs. 

For example, universities like the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
charge a membership fee to corpora
tions in return for membership in the 
program. In turn, corporations receive 
advance access and in some cases li
censing rights to university research, 
although a lot of them are foreign cor
porations. Faculty members doing re
search at the university are encour
aged to participate in the industrial li
aison program through a system of re
wards and inducements that range 
from free travel to extra office ex
penses. In return, faculty members are 
expected to share their research re
sults, prior to publication, with ILP 
corporate members. In the case of MIT, 
faculty members are awarded points 
toward travel and other benefits based 
on the extent that they share such re
search results with ILP members. 

What is disturbing about these pro
grams, Mr. President, is not nec
essarily the system of incentives and 
fees, but the extent of foreign partici
pation in these liaison programs. In 
MIT's liaison program, 45 percent of 
the members are foreign. Moreover, a 
full two-thirds of what MIT's own point 
system rates as substantial contacts 
are with foreign corporations. Half of 
that number are Japanese. In fact, the 
MIT points system rewards foreign 
contacts more than domestic ones. 
Foreign contacts have provided ILP 
professors anywhere from $420 and 
$1,200 in travel funds at a time. It can 
be no small coincidence that MIT has 
an ILP office in Tokyo. MIT receives 86 
percent, Mr. President, of its research 
funding from the Federal Government, 
a figure well over $400 million. 

Of those 25 researchers at MIT, which 
we all know is a great university, re
ceiving over a million dollars of NIH 
and NSF money over the past 5 years, 
80 percent of these researchers had 
more contact with foreign corporations 
than with American ones. The same 
percentage holds true for the top 10 re
searchers who received between $3 mil
lion and $9 million over the same pe
riod. To make matters worse, MIT ac
tually charged foreign companies less 
to join their ILP ·than they did domes
tic corporations. 

Foreign participants in MIT's ILP 
program have enjoyed, Mr. President, 
direct tangible benefits from their par
ticipation in the program, to the det
riment of U.S. companies. The chair
man of NEC, a world leader in semi
conductors, directly credited access to 
MIT research as a cornerstone of the 
company's success in the world mar
ket, including our own. 

In response to congressional inquiries 
about these practices, MIT released a 
report to counter anticipated criti
cisms of its foreign contacts. I would 

like to assure the Senator from Massa
chusetts that I am not singling out 
MIT only for criticism. I have a long 
list. Many major research universities 
have extensive foreign contacts. How
ever, the available information on 
MIT's program and the large amount of 
Federal funding that it receives makes 
it an excellent example of the problem 
that I am describing. 

The MIT response to the criticisms 
that I am leveling is indeed well 
thought out and eloquent. I would like 
to detail some of MIT's responses. Be
cause over three-fourths of MIT's re
search budget is federally funded by 
the taxpayers, I would argue that re
strictions should be placed on foreign 
access to the products of this research. 

MIT responds in this paper that this 
argument, quote, "deserves serious 
consideration." Unfortunately, the au
thors of the response go on to dismiss 
this contention out of hand. The report 
contends that openness in the univer
sity and MIT's role as a major research 
institution requires a continuation of 
extensive foreign contact, including in
dustrial liaison contracts. They defend 
their contracts with foreign firms by 
claiming that such contracts benefit 
American industry because MIT learns 
about our foreign competitors. The re
port concludes by recommending vir
tually no changes in MIT's foreign con
tact policies. Why should we not limit 
foreign access to taxpayer research, 
Mr. President. 

Because, and I quote from the report, 
"The relative weakness of the United 
States in the ability to translate re
search to the commercial marketplace 
* * * must not be used as a reason to 
limit the openness of university re
search; that would ultimately erode 
the quality of that research." If I un
derstand this argument, Mr. President, 
MIT is claiming that because United 
States firms are not as good at com
mercial development as the Japanese, 
then they do not deserve a break from 
the institution. I hope that is not what 
they mean, but that is the way I read 
it. The conclusion sounds to me as if 
MIT is saying "drop dead"-forget the 
taxpayers, forget the money they put 
in here. Mr. President, I believe that 
MIT has motivations for maintaining 
its foreign contacts other than aca
demic freedom and research quality. 
MIT by its own admission is raising 
large amounts of money through for
eign contacts, and they are not alone. 

The report contends that this is nec
essary because of MIT's small endow
ment. MIT already receives a half a bil
lion dollars per year in Federal re
search money. MIT raised $8 million 
last year from its ILP program alone. 
MIT's foreign contacts, including 30 
chairs endowed by foreign companies, 
are bringing in substantial amounts of 
money to the university. MIT's re
sponse, and I quote again, "Unre
stricted gifts from foreign sources for 

endowment, chairs, and other purposes 
are an effective means for foreign bene
ficiaries of American science and tech
nology to contribute to the continued 
productivity of the research base from 
which they have benefited. The rela
tionships that naturally develop with 
any substantial donor to the institute 
are equally appropriate with foreign 
donors." Mr. President, I believe that 
in a nutshell this is the summary of 
the problem. Universities like MIT are 
supplementing their income through 
research relationships with foreign 
companies. They are taking billions of 
dollars per year in Federal research 
money and selling the products of that 
money to the highest bidder. Such 
practices are, quote, "appropriate." 
The issue is simple, Mr. President. The 
sanctity of openness and quality of re
search are only covers for simple greed. 

Again, Mr. President, I want to em
phasize that this is not simply an MIT 
problem. 

One-third of the foreign members of 
ILP programs in a recent GAO report 
belonged to Stanford and California 
Berkeley alone. In addition, the follow
ing universities have foreign members 
in ILP programs that provide advance 
access to research: 

The University of California at San 
Diego, Columbia, Cornell, Illinois, 
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Northwestern, the University of Pitts
burgh has 70 foreign members, Roch
ester, Southern California, the Univer
sity of Washington, Washington Uni
versity, and Wisconsin. 

Columbia has the Columbia Forum in 
Japan. Carnegie Mellon and California 
Berkeley have fundraising offices in 
Tokyo. All of these offices are designed 
to coordinate and foster financial and/ 
or technical ties with foreign members. 
The practice of soliciting foreign devel
opment of these technologies in return 
for financial gain is widespread, Mr. 
President. I propose today that we take 
away the incentives for the transfer of 
taxpayer financed research to foreign 
companies. 

My amendment is very simple, Mr. 
President. It will remove the economic 
motivation to sell government-spon
sored university research to the high
est bidder. The amendment will pro
hibit the sharing of NIH and NSF fund
ed research with foreign corporations if 
the university has any financial ties 
to, or accepts any compensation from 
that company. 

This only seems fair because Amer
ican companies are paying twice for ac
cess to the same research, first in the 
form of corporate taxes and a second 
time in ILP membership fees. Further
more, the amendment I am offering 
today will prohibit the sharing of such 
research with foreign companies before 
that research is made publicly avail
able. This provision is to take away 
any incentive for any university to 
provide free, exclusive access to infor-
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mation in the hope of future licensing 
sales. At least such a provision will 
give domestic companies a fighting 
chance. 

Mr. President, the practices that I 
have described here today cannot con
tinue. 

In a time of shrinking discretionary 
spending, research universities testify 
before Congress that NSF and NIH re
search money is necessary for Amer
ican competitiveness. They have been 
successful in maintaining and increas
ing their share of the budget while 
other valuable programs have suffered. 
Mr. President, if this money is truly 
increasing American competitiveness I 
am unequivocally in support of it be
cause I have supported every one of 
these initiatives. However, I cannot 
support the diversion of the products of 
this research money to the foreign cor
porations, especially when we appro
priate the money to, in part, enhance 
American competitiveness. 

I ask that my colleagues join me in 
support of the amendment. I cannot 
face my constituents with eloquent 
justifications for their tax dollars sub
sidizing foreign companies. I am not 
sure that my colleagues can either. 

Mr. President, I have a couple of 
charts that I will use to outline this 
program as it is being used now. We 
had them a few minutes ago. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. SHELBY. Go ahead. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the 

Senator from Massachusetts ask the 
Senator from Alabama to withhold 
suggesting the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. SHELBY. I will withhold. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts has the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel

come the opportunity to address the 
Senate. During the course of our hear
ings on the National Institutes of 
Health, this amendment did not come 
up. It did not come up during the 
course of our hearings. It was not of
fered by any members. Even in the 
time when the leader had indicated 
that we were going to have an oppor
tunity to bring the legislation up it 
was not advanced. And I was notified 
last evening about this particular 
issue. So we will address that particu
lar issue at the present time. 

During the course of the morning, we 
have had an opportunity to talk, as we 
should, with the head of the National 
Institutes of Health, National Science 
Foundation, the President's Adviser on 
Technology Development, all of whom 
oppose this amendment. Not that that 
ought to be the defining issue, but they 
oppose it for a variety of reasons, both 
because of its drafting, the vagueness 
of the draft, and also because of the 
signal it sends. 

They do not, I must say in a general 
way, · although they have not had the 
chance to write the letter&--maybe 

they will have more of an opportunity 
during the course of the afternoon. 
They have not had the opportunity to 
say that unequivocally this is not a 
matter that ought to have some atten
tion by the NSF and by the National 
Institutes of Health. 

But I am still waiting for the Senator 
from Alabama to point out the trans
gressions which allegedly exist at a 
university in my own State, who says 
they exist in other universities across 
the country. What is completely unac
ceptable, obviously, is American re
search funded by the National Insti
tutes of Health, funded by the National 
Science Foundation that is made avail
able to foreign corporations. That is 
wrong. We are against it. I am against 
it. He has stated that that is taking 
place, and I am asking for the evidence 
for that accusation. 

He talks about procedures that are 
followed at one of the universities in 
my own State, the Massachusetts In
stitute of Technology. After an acad
emician and researcher publishes the 
information, they can talk to whom
ever they want. That is what is happen
ing at MIT and that is what is happen
ing in other universities around the 
country. 

If we do not want that to happen, 
then that is a matter of changed pol
icy. For a long period of time we have 
been trying to encourage American 
corporations to get the cutting edge of 
new technology so they can compete 
around the world. I deplore the fact 
that the maglev technology developed 
at MIT went abroad to a European cor
poration. American companies had an 
opportunity to do it. They have not. 
And the most advanced new technology 
for rapid transportation on railroads 
has all been developed by European 
companies. 

That has been true on issue after 
issue. Advanced definitional television, 
available to American corporations
no. Published questions, and then that 
technology produced in a foreign coun
try. Well, I wish it were all done here. 
It would mean more jobs here at home. 

But to make sense from what the 
Senator is talking about, he has to be 
able to demonstrate, which was not 
demonstrated in the House hearings, 
and was not demonstrated by the Gen
eral Accounting Office, that these 
transgressions are taking place. That 
is the best information that we have. 

I have indicated to the Senator we 
would be glad to have a hearing on it-
have the National Institutes of Health, 
have the National Science Foundation, 
have his researchers that talk about 
this matter, all up before us and let us 
get the facts out. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. Has the Senator's 

distinguished committee which he 
chairs, ever held hearings on this sub
ject? 

Mr. KENNEDY. We have not held 
hearings on this subject. 

Mr. SARBANES. This is a very com
plex subject because it involves a lot of 
competing values including the free
dom of academic research. It seems to 
me if we are going to deal with this 
subject in a manner that is suggested 
by this amendment, this is not a study 
amendment. This is an amendment 
that actually puts restrictions and lim
itations into law. It seems to me at 
least it ought to be supported by or 
backed up by a proper set of hearings 
within the committee. 

I take it the committee has not done 
that work. Is that correct? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Indeed, the commit
tee has not done that. I have indicated 
to the Senator from Alabama we are 
glad to. I think there are sufficient is
sues of concern in terms of the utiliza
tion that we would certainly welcome. 
We are constantly dealing with issues 
for example on patents, research pro
grams, that go to the universities, and 
establish the patents. How is the public 
interest going to be protected? We are 
not dealing with that issue here today. 
It is just on the issues of information. 

On the whole question of the NIH we 
have very impressive measures in this 
dealing with scientific integrity, ques
tions that have been raised as a result 
of congressional hearings. We certainly 
are open to those different rec
ommendations and suggestions. As a 
matter of fact, we incorporated and 
worked with a good deal of the rec
ommendations that came out of the 
Dingell committee and also out of Sen
ator NUNN's committee, investigative 
committee, as well, that incorporated 
that in ways in which the universities, 
the researchers, and others were able 
to support. . 

It is easy enough to come out here 
and beat up on the Japanese, all those 
that beat up on our European adversar
ies, beat up on them. And there are 
three universities which have 58 per
cent of the agreements in terms of for
eign researchers. And there has not 
been, at least in the presentation that 
has been made so far, any evidence 
whatsoever that those agreements have 
been violated. If they have been vio
lated, we have problems. We are not 
even saying they should not have an 
opportunity-I am not particularly fa
miliar. I know just on the basis of the 
material we have been able to gather 
since last night what has happened in 
those universities. I do not know if 
there are other universities that have 
violated it. Certainly if there are, we 
ought to know about it and try to deal 
with it. We are glad to do it. 

We do know the GAO reviewed this 
subject matter and did not come up 
with these kinds of glaring statements 
and allegations that the Senator from 
Alabama has come up with. We do 
know the House got into it with their 
own kind of concerns and have rec-
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ommended that the NIH and National 
Science Foundation should be con
cerned about it. 

The fact of the matter is in NIH and 
the National Science Foundation they 
already have the authority existing to 
try to deal with it. We are glad to ask 
them to join with the Senator from 
Alabama if they so want to and ask 
them to review this, and come back 
and have a study on this issue. 

As the Senator from Maryland has 
pointed out, he wants to try to make 
basically these allegations which · we 
have yet to hear from other than, "My 
goodness, there are foreign invest
ments that are taking place in Amer
ican universities." Some are trying to 
get those resources over at American 
universities. Try to invest in those. 
Some feel that that is useful. Clearly, 
it is not American-funded research 
being leaked out and being used, pur
loined, stolen from universities in vio
lation of any agreement which they are 
going to profit on. Of course that is 
wrong. If we have examples of those 
factors, then obviously those are mat
ters that ought to be attended to. 

But other than just sort of describing 
the fact that there are certain number 
of chairs at certain number of univer
sities that are supported by foreigners, 
and that foreigners come over there 
and visit the university and once in a 
while someone travels to a foreign 
country, I would have thought we 
would try to be thinking about how we 
are going to get some of the scientists 
from Eastern Europe over here that are 
dealing with desperate problems in 
their environment and the rest of it. 

We are going to send a powerful mes
sage to them all right. "You come from 
abroad. You are from a foreign nation. 
Boy, don't you give a nickel to an 
American university and don't let your 
people come on over there and be seen 
in the cafeterias to talk to any of 
these." 

So much for international con
ferences. Let us have a bed check for 
everyone that is going to attend an 
international conference. A scientist or 
researcher goes to an international 
conference in Europe and we find out in 
the back of the room there is a Euro
pean corporation waiting just to hear 
that person and that American uni ver
si ty loses all of its funding. That is 
good. We will get those head checks, 
check their passports, make sure there 
are none out there. 

I wonder if they are part-time work
ers. 

Come on, Mr. President. We are talk
ing about the National Institutes of 
Health. He has included the National 
Science Foundation. We have jurisdic
tion on that issue. Also the Commerce 
Committee has. I do not know Senator 
HOLLINGS' or the ranking minority's 
position on this. They have been con
sulted. We started with the staff to let 
them know. I imagine if we are dealing 

with the jurisdictions of different com
mittees, we notify those committees as 
well. I know the Senator from Alabama 
has done that. We have not heard from 
them. 

I am sure they will be interested, as 
I would have thought the administra
tion, the Secretary of Commerce would 
have some interest in this as well. We 
are going to hear tonight, I expect, 
about all the investments we are going 
to make about new technologies and 
developing centers, and how we are 
going to work that whole process 
through. 

One thing we will know. If this 
amendment passes, certainly there will 
not be any other funding for those 
other than what we have, which is lim
ited enough. 

Mr. President, I will get into a great
er degree of just about the specifics of 
the amendment itself in just a few mo
ments. 

But I hope that we will not accept 
this particular amendment. 

Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SIMON). The Senator from Alabama is 
recognized. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Massachusetts wanted to 
talk about evidence and so forth. I 
would like to ask unanimous consent 
that the report of the House Govern
ment Operations Committee entitled 
"Science for Sale, Transferring Tech
nology in Universities to Foreign Cor
porations," dated October 16, 1992, after 
extensive hearings over in the other 
body, be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, would not 
the whole report be done with tax 
money? 

Mr. SHELBY. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Taxpayers' money. 
I have no objection. 
Mr. SHELBY. The Senator should not 

object to this because it is a condensed 
report, but it has a lot in it that sup
ports the argument to exclude foreign 
corporations from having access to tax
payers' research. 

Will the Senator yield for a request? 
Will the Senator from Massachusetts 
yield for a request? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I apologize. Cer
tainly. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, earlier 
in the debate when we were talking 
about the amendment before the Sen
ate, I asked that we consider a House 
report from one of the committees. I 
ask that request be withdrawn and vi
tiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Alabama yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. SHELBY. I yield for a question. 
Mr. NICKLES. In looking at the Sen

ator's language, is the extent of his 

amendment to try to make sure U.S. 
taxpayers' funds either coming · from 
the National Science Foundation or 
National Institutes of Health, which 
are going to universities throughout 
the country, would not be used to sub
sidize or assist foreign corporations? 

Mr. SHELBY. Absolutely. That is the 
thrust of it. And that is probably sen
sitive to lots of people. But when we 
are here talking about competitive
ness, we are talking about budgets, we 
are talking about the American tax
payer. I think we have to see where 
this money goes and who is getting it, 
and then who is building products to 
compete against us with it. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an additional ques
tion? 

Mr. SHELBY. I yield. 
Mr. NICKLES. I have not seen the re

port. I guess it was a House report or 
investigation on it. Did they come up 
with dollar figures, that so many bil
lions of dollars or hundreds of millions 
of dollars were used in indirectly as
sisting or subsidizing foreign corpora
tions in some manner? 

Mr. SHELBY. Some of it. 
Let me share-if I may regain my 

floor privilege here, let me give you 
some examples of this. 

Harvard and California at Irving have 
built research centers with Japanese 
corporate money respectively. Re
search in this facility will be aug
mented with Federal money, our tax
payers' money, to make products. To
shiba has advanced compact disk tech
nology through taxpayer university re
search. There is evidence of this. It is 
not something I created out of the air. 
There is evidence of this. The MIT-cre
ated famed cutting edge media has 
been manufactured in Japan. Japanese 
officials were surprised they were so 
willing to sell it, as it has been de
scribed as a crown jewel of American 
research and development. A lot of it 
has been through the American tax
payer. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator respond to a question? 

Mr. SHELBY. I am glad to respond to 
a question. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Just the end of last 
week, IBM and Siemens, a German 
firm, announced an agreement for new 
computer technology at a different uni
versity. How would the Senator's 
amendment apply to that? 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I do not 
think my amendment would bother 
that at all. I regain my floor privilege 
here. I do not think my legislation, my 
amendment, would bother that at all. 

The thrust of my amendment is to 
protect the taxpayer from subsidizing 
foreign corporations, not from foreign 
corporations getting with us and doing 
their own independent research. Those 
are two different things. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If any of this money 
that they have in the private sector 
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goes to any of the universities that the 
Senator has mentioned, would they be 
permitted to be able to receive that 
money? Would the universities be able 
to receive it and would foreigners be 
able to go to those universities and 
talk to those researchers? 

Mr. SHELBY. Not if they were using 
the taxpayers' money to finance their 
research; no. 

Mr. KENNEDY. No; I am just talking 
about research done by taxpayers' 
money. They are going to have a tax 
deduction for it. So what is the Sen
ator saying? 

Mr. SHELBY. What I am saying is 
this--

Mr. KENNEDY. What is the Senator 
saying? They cannot do it when they 
even get agreement? 

Mr. SHELBY. I will tell the Senator 
what I am saying. I believe I have the 
floor. 

What I am saying is the thrust of this 
amendment would be to protect the 
taxpayers of America from subsidizing 
the foreign corporations with their 
basic research which is funneled 
through various universities without 
letting the American corporations first 
have access to it. 

That is the thrust of this amend
ment. It makes sense. It is important 
to the taxpayers. And if we can venti
late it here with further debate, I be
lieve more Members will understand it. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SHELBY. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. What does the Sen

ator's amendment do where you have 
two corporations which enter into a 
joint venture, one an American cor
poration and one a foreign corporation? 

Mr. SHELBY. It does not keep them 
from entering into any kind of joint 
venture. 

Mr. SARBANES. I understand that. If 
the university shares its findings with 
that joint venture, then it loses all of 
its NIH or NSF funding? 

Mr. SHELBY. No. 
Mr. SARBANES. Why not? 
Mr. SHELBY. It prohibits them from 

doing this. 
Mr. SARBANES. That is the very 

point. 
Mr. SHELBY. That is if they are 

sharing the research. The thrust of the 
amendment is to keep us from subsidiz
ing foreign corporations. 

Mr. SARBANES. I understand that. I 
am trying to probe what the amend
ment does. And I am asking the ques
tion, what is the thrust of the amend
ment if instead of just having a foreign 
corporation, you have a joint venture? 

Mr. SHELBY. First of all, my amend
ment would call for guidelines to be is
sued by the National Science Founda
tion and the National Institutes of 
Health after they go into this if this 
amendment is passed, which I hope it 
will be. 

Mr. SARBANES. The Senator's 
amendment says if any information is 

shared with a foreign corporation-and 
I am positing that you have a joint 
venture having a foreign corporation 
and American corporation; that is hap
pening more and more-that if any of 
that information is shared, they lose 
their grant. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. SHELBY. I will read it to the 

Senator, Mr. President, and I know the 
Senator read it. 

No information derived from National In
stitutes of Health and National Science 
Foundation funds in whole or in part may be 
shared with any foreign company as defined 
by section 770l(a)5 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, or U.S. subsidiary of a foreign 
corporation with which the university has a 
financial relationship, and so forth. 

In addition, information may not be shared 
with foreign companies prior to that infor
mation becoming publicly available. 

That is the thrust of my amendment. 
Mr. SARBANES. I understand that, 

and I have read the Senator's amend
ment. The question I am putting to the 
Senator is, what does his amendment 
do in the instance in which an Amer
ican corporation and a foreign corpora
tion have entered into a joint venture, 
and which information is then shared 
with this joint venture, part of which 
is an American corporation and part of 
which is a foreign corporation? Would 
it eliminate the aid to that? 

Mr. SHELBY. It would not elimi
nate it. 

Mr. SARBANES. Why not? 
Mr. SHELBY. Because it would be 

first offered to the American corpora
tion. The American corporation, if it 
had the research value of the basic uni
versity research and was doing some
thing with it, under my amendment 
they would already have the leading 
edge in technology. If they wanted to 
share it with one of the Japanese or 
German companies, they could do this; 
but not the opposite. 

Do not let the Japanese or other for
eign companies have it ahead of our 
own people. That is the thrust of this 
amendment. It makes a lot of sense if 
you look at it. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
looked at it. It puts a flat ban on it. 
The Senator's amendment, in effect, in 
those instances in which there was a 
joint venture, having an American and 
a foreign corporation in which a uni
versity was involved in trying to en
hance this research and development, 
would eliminate that university from 
National Institutes of Health or Na
tional Science Foundation grants. 

Mr. SHELBY. The basic thrust, Mr. 
President-and I have gone back to 
this three or four times-is to protect 
the American taxpayers' basic research 
dollars from going to foreign corpora
tions. However it may go. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I un
derstand the basic thrust. I am trying 
to deal with the impact of the amend
ment in the real world. 

And what I am trying to get at is, in 
the real world, where you face joint 

ventures, you in effect are going to put 
American universities sort of at the 
risk of losing all of their NIH and NSF 
grants in this instance. I take it from 
the way the Senator is responding to 
my question that he would not want 
that to happen, because he is not di
rectly responding to it. He is moving 
back to a different set of facts. 

But on the facts that I am present
ing, these American universities are 
going to be simply eliminated from 
having this sponsored research from 
the NIH and the NSF. . 

I take it the Senator does not want 
to do that? 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I am re
claiming my floor privilege here. 

This amendment would require that 
universities receiving NIH or National 
Science Foundation funds and which 
are licensing this technology must de
velop programs to locate markets and 
develop these technologies with domes
tic-in other words, American-compa
nies. The university would have 2 years 
to report on its efforts to NIH or the 
National Science Foundation to have 
its program certified. Failure to com
ply with it would subject the univer
sity to loss. 

That is the thrust of what we are try
ing to do. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, where is that provi
sion in the Senator's amendment? If I 
could find that provision in that 
amendment--

Mr. SHELBY. I will yield to the Sen
ator from Maryland in a few minutes, 
Mr. President. Right now, I am going 
to go through what we have on the 
boards describing what is going on. 

First of all, the taxpayers-if you 
will share with me here-the tax
payers, all of us here, we fund research 
through the National Institutes . of 
Health and the National Science Foun
dation. This money is going to various 
and sundry colleges and universities 
around the United States. The MIT is 
not the only one. It is a great univer
sity, and one of the leading ones. 

In this case, it would show MIT re
ceiving $430 million for the year in 
Federal research money. There are 
many others who do this. They create 
what they call an industrial liaison 
program that costs $50,000 to join. They 
have some of these offices, for example, 
in Tokyo. 

What does this do? This brings about 
faculty research, the findings are pub
lished, the people who participate, the 
foreign companies in the liaison pro
gram. They have access to the findings 
of the research before American com
panies do, before domestic companies. 

Who benefits from this? Well, the fac
ulty members benefit for travel, office 
expenses. The universities benefit be
cause it grants them access to various 
and sundry things. 

It also gives license to foreign com
panies. The foreign company then de.-
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velops technology that comes out of 
the basic taxpayer research. The for
eign companies then, once they adapt 
this to the marketplace, create prod
ucts and then jobs and sell these goods, 
among other markets, in the U.S. mar
ket. 

So the taxpayer buys foreign goods 
developed with researched funded by 
their colleagues. It is a round robin. 
You can follow the outline here. 

I have another chart I want to share. 
There is MIT, a great university, one 

of the greatest in the world. We know 
that. MIT: A case study. 

Of MIT's top 10 researchers, 8 re
ported more contact with foreign cor
porations than with American ones. 
Thirty-six percent contact with other 
foreign companies; 33 percent contact 
with American companies; 30.3 percent 
contact with Japanese companies. 
MIT's top 10 researchers received be
tween $3.1 and $9.3 million from NIH or 
the National Science Foundation over 
the last 5 years. 

What this amendment basically is all 
about, when it gets down to it, is: Are 
we going to continue to use the tax
payers' money to provide research that 
will benefit our foreign competitors? If 
we are, we are going to continue with 
what is going on today. If we are not, 
we are going to do something about it. 

They have already had hearings on it 
over in the House. I wish we would 
have had hearings on it in the Senate. 
Maybe that will come. But the amend
ment that I have proposed here today 
would protect the American taxpayers. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Alabama raises 
some concerns that we would all share. 

But I would have to agree with those 
who have spoken earlier about this 
being very broadly drawn. Without, 
hopefully, being redundant, I would 
like to ask the Senator from Alabama 
some questions. 

One is: How is "sharing information" 
defined? Would the prohibition against 
sharing information with foreign com
panies or their subsidiaries apply, for 
instance, to just routine requests? 

Now, I believe, as I read the amend
ment that such a definition would be 
developed no later than a year after 
the date of enactment; would that be 
correct? Would the definition of "shar
ing of information" be clarified at that 
point? 

Mr. SHELBY. The answer to that is 
"yes." 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I think it would 
create a lot of confusion, for instance, 
about whether this amendment would 
prohibit scientists from delivering pa
pers at conferences where there might 
be representatives from foreign compa
nies. 

I think there are some very impor
tant points that have been made. I, 

too, think the implications of this 
amendment, without greater clarifica
tion of its operation, will only leave a 
great deal of confusion. 

I hope that we could have a series of 
hearings on this issue in the Senate. I 
realize there have been some hearings 
in the House. But I think we have to 
look at what the implications are for 
universities, working in cooperation 
with U.S. subsidiaries. 

As the Senator from Alabama has 
pointed out, it is not just MIT, but also 
probably the University of Alabama, 
the University of Kansas, and countless 
other institutions where research is 
being done with the financial help of 
the National Science Foundation or 
the National Institutes of Health. 

I think it is very important, Mr. 
President, to be a little clearer about 
some of the definitions that are in
volved. While these questions may be 
clarified in a year, that still sows a lot 
of seeds of confusion in the interim. 

That is why I would suggest to the 
Senator from Alabama that we have a 
period of time in which to review this 
matter and find some ways, perhaps, to 
clarify these definitions in advance
not a whole year later. 

Mr. SHELBY. If the Senator from 
Kansas will yield to comment on her 
statement. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Yes. 
Mr. SHELBY. I realize there have not 

been any hearings in the committee 
yet. I wish there had been. 

But this is a serious question facing 
us in America, facing our universities. 
They are well funded. They bring about 
a lot of basic research. 

But I believe-and I believe the 
American taxpayer would agree with 
me-that they want their tax dollars to 
go to universities, including mainly 
our own, I hope all of our own, that are 
going to bring research about to help 
bring products to create jobs for the 
American people and not our foreign 
competition. 

Now, if I had some kind of assurance 
from not only the Senator from Kansas 
but the chairman of the committee, 
the Senator from Massachusetts, that 
we would have hearings on this very 
subject before the committee, say in 
the next 6 weeks or 2 months, because 
it is early in this legislative year, 
where both sides could be heard, where 
both sides could thrash this out, where 
we could have an open debate in the 
committee and then perhaps find a res
olution to this, I have no objection to 
that. 

But, I think the distinguished Sen
ator from Massachusetts would have to 
respond to that. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel

come the opportunity to work with the 
Senator from Alabama. We would be 
glad to have the hearings within the 2-

month period. We will work that out. 
The only reason for being cautious 
about it is I would like to permit the 
NSF and also the NIH to have an op
portunity to review it so that their tes
timony would be responsive. 

On my part, I have no reluctance to 
scheduling it within that period of the 
time. I would be glad to work with the 
Senator so that the Senator is satisfied 
that those two agencies will be pre
pared. 

Mr. SHELBY. Would the distin
guished chairman say right here-and I 
know if he says it, he will do it-that 
he will schedule a hearing on this, a 
specific hearing on the thrust of what 
we are trying to do, or at least I am 
trying to do, to ventilate this, to see if 
we can improve the way our research 
dollars are spent with our universities. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would be glad to 
have a hearing on the subject matter of 
the whole ethical, if it is, the ethical 
issues involved in American taxpayers 
research money being available to for
eign companies and corporations and 
what is the appropriate type of ar
rangements that are held. 

I want to hear from the National 
Science Foundation. I would be glad to 
hear from the NIH. 

Mr. SHELBY. I think we want to 
hear from the universities. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes; we want to hear 
from the universities. 

I do not want to be put in the posi
tion where they are going to have to 
feel compelled to go to every univer
sity that may or may not be receiving 
it. I want to do it in a timely way. 

I also want to indicate to the Senator 
that in that hearing we ought to hear 
from NSF and the NIH about what we 
are doing in foreign countries. We have 
developed in the NSF and the National 
Institutes of Health important re
search that is being done in foreign 
countries at institutes of research 
there. We want to have some idea and 
awareness of what the implications 
would be there, as well. 

I think we ought to take a look at it. 
I think Senator SARBANES and Senator 
KASSEBAUM have raised the questions 
in a broad context, and I want to be 
able to deal with the thrust of the Sen
ator's point. 

I do not raise this as in any way de
flecting the importance of examining 
the thrust of the Senator's point. But I 
do also want to work with Senator 
KASSEBAUM, Senator SARBANES, and 
other Members if they are watching 
and listening to this, to try and at 
least get a hearing that will focus on 
this issue. 

Mr. SHELBY. On the thrust of my 
amendment? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. SHELBY. Or the thrust of the 

problem. 
Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor

rect. 
Mr. SHELBY. With that assurance, 

and that is why we bring things to the 
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attention of the American people and 
the floor at times, I feel reassured 
about what the Senator will do in the 
committee. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
Do I understand that the Senator in

tends to withdraw his amendment? 
Mr. SHELBY. I ask unanimous con

sent to withdraw the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has the right to withdraw his 
amendment, and the amendment is 
withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 35) was with
drawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. I want to commend 
the chairman of the committee for his 
willingness to examine it. I was not 
clear, as the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama talked about MIT, which 
he referred to as a great university and 
then listed a long list of grievances, 
whether he came to the floor today to 
praise MIT or to bury MIT. So I am 
still left wondering in that regard, but 
I guess we will find out on another day. 

Mr. SHELBY. Praise. 
Mr. SARBANES. I could not tell 

whether you came to bury MIT or 
praise it. 

Mr. SHELBY. If the Senator would 
yield for a comment? 

Mr. SARBANES. Surely. 
Mr. SHELBY. The Senator from Ala

bama first came to praise MIT as---
Mr. SARBANES. And then to bury it. 
Mr. SHELBY. As, if not "the," one of 

the great research universities and 
great universities in the world, if not 
the leading one in the world. Also, the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland 
has one in Baltimore, Johns Hopkins 
University. 

Mr. SARBANES. And the University 
of Maryland. We have two great re
search universities. 

Mr. SHELBY. But I wanted to praise 
MIT for all the things they have done, 
and there are many, many in America, 
dealing with research and development. 
But I wanted to point out-and I said it 
is not just MIT-you know a lot of uni
versities that are doing this. We will 
develop that in a hearing before the 
committee chaired by the Senator 
from Massachusetts, and we will have a 
chance to hear both sides and maybe 
come to some resolution of the prob
lem, because I think there is a problem 
here. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GLENN). The Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Alabama. We 
addressed the principal issue that the 
Senator from Oregon, Senator HAT
FIELD, and also Senator PACKWOOD and 
the Senator from Alabama were con
cerned with. 

I think, at least in terms of the noti
fication, we have matters relating to 

HIV. which the two leaders are address
ing or attempting to address. And I be
lieve there are perhaps one or two 
other items at least that we know at 
this time. 

We want to reiterate-I do to our 
Democratic side and I know Senator 
KASSEBAUM has to the Republicans as 
well-if there are going to be other 
amendments, I hope they will be forth
coming. 

We have accepted an amendment of 
the Senator from Vermont, Senator 
JEFFORDS, to set up a disease surveil
lance and followup registry for identi
fying the relationship between the oc
cupation of household members and the 
incidence of subsequent conditions or 
diseases in other members of the 
household. This has been agreed to on 
both sides. 

Senator GoRTON has an Institute of 
Medicine study to determine a method 
for allocating research dollars based on 
scientific merit and cost effectiveness. 
That has been agreed on. 

Senator MOYNIHAN has an amend
ment dealing with NIDA, which is the 
principal agency that is doing research 
in terms of substance abuse and addic
tion. As I understand it, he will offer a 
sense of the Senate supporting NIDA 
programs and also providing treatment 
on demand. That is in the process now 
of working its way through the Mem
bers. But those, to date, are the ones 
that have been accepted and that are 
being contemplated. 

Mr. President, Senator ROTH had an 
amendment which deals with the peer 
review process. At this point, we do not 
find it acceptable for reasons we will 
outline, but we would always like to 
try to work it through with our col
leagues to see if those problems can be 
adjusted. We have worked with others, 
and we welcome the opportunity to 
work with him. There may be others. 
But we want, from time to time, to let 
the membership know where we are on 
the different measures so they can at 
least be alert to what progress has been 
made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I think we are 
trying to work on some agreements on 
what few amendments still may be 
there. The next amendment is one that 
will be important and will require some 
time in debate. It is one that will be of
fered soon by Senator NICKLES, if he is 
ready to offer that on our side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Fine. That is fine. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. That is regarding 

the immigration issue and AIDS. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I did 

not catch the initial comments but I 
have been here now for a couple of 
hours and we are more than ready to 
offer the amendment. I believe the 
amendment by the Senator from Ala
bama is pending. It has been with-

drawn. I will be happy to offer the 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 37 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK

LES], for himself, Mr. DOLE, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. MACK, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BOND, and 
Mr. COVERDELL, proposes an amendment 
numbered 37. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just so 
we all know, after the amendment of 
the Senator is offered, I intend to offer 
an amendment in the second degree in 
behalf of myself and the majority lead
er. I would prefer to hear the full 
amendment, just until I have an oppor
tunity to get it from staff that are in 
the back of the Chamber. 

So I will object for that reason, and 
for no other, just so we could have the 
reading of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. The clerk will read the 
amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
At the appropriate place, add the follow

ing: 
SECTION 1. ADMISSION TO TIIE UNITED STATES 

OF ALIENS INFECTED WITII TIIE 
AIDS VIRUS. 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, regulations or directives concerning the 
exclusion of aliens on health related 
grounds, infection with HIV, the human 
immunodeficiency virus, shall constitute a 
communicable disease of public health sig
nificance for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-The President shall 
submit a report by September 1, 1993 con
taining-

(1) an assessment of the anticipated costs 
of the admission to the United States of per
sons with HIV to public health care pro
grams, including such costs as will be borne 
by States and municipalities, and private in
surers and health care providers; 

(2) an estimate of the number and origins 
of persons infected with HIV likely to seek 
entry into the United States before Decem
ber 31, 2003; 

(3) an assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act in pre
venting persons entering the United States 
likely to become a public charge, as well as 
the ability to enforce this Act with regard to 
persons infected with potentially costly 
health conditions including, but not limited 
to HIV; 

(4) the cost implications of refugees enter
ing or likely to enter the United States, who 
carry the HIV virus; 

(5) A comparison of the anticipated public 
and private health care costs associated with 
aliens infected with HIV with the costs at
tributable to the entry of aliens suffering 
from other health conditions; 

(c) HIV TESTING.- Except as otherwise pro
vided in subsection (d) the Attorney General, 
in consultation with the Secretary of HHS, 
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shall provide for the testing of aliens for in
fection with HIV in accordance with the pol
icy in effect on January 1, 1993; 

(d) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-Subsection (C) 
may be waived by the Attorney General, in 
consultation with the Secretary of HHS for 
non-immigrants who, except for the provi
sions of this act, would be admissible to the 
United States, and who seek admission for 30 
days or less for the purpose of: 

(1) attending educational or medical con-
ferences; 

(2) receiving medical treatment; 
(3) visiting close family members; 
(4) conducting temporary business activi

ties; or 
(5) visiting for pleasure (tourism); 

and in addition such non-immigrants may be 
admitted without questions as to whether 
they are carriers of the HIV virus, at the dis
cretion of the Attorney General. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit the 
authority of the Secretary of HHS to pre
scribe regulations, concerning communicable 
diseases of public health significance, other 
than infection with the human 
immunodeficiency virus in accordance with 
section 212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT NO. 38 TO AMENDMENT NO. 37 

(Purpose: To provide that the current list of 
communicable diseases of public health 
significance remain in place for a 60-day 
period and to require that a careful review 
of potential costs to the United States 
health care system take place before any 
change in the list) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN

NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered 38 
to amendment No. 37. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the amendment strike all after section 

and insert the following: 
SEC •• CONDmONS ON ANY REMOVAL OF HIV 

STATUS EXCLUSION. 
(a) RETENTION OF EXCLUSION.-The current 

list of communicable diseases of public 
health significance as in effect on February 
16, 1993, shall remain in effect for a period of 
at least 60 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-If the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services removes or al
ters the list described in subsection (a) after 
the expiration of the 60-day period described 
in that subsection, then the Secretary shall 
submit to Congress a report containing-

(!) an assessment of-
(A) the anticipated effect of such action on 

costs to United States public health care 
programs and entities, as well as to those op
erated by States and municipalities; and 

(B) the anticipated costs to private insur
ers and health care providers of such action; 

(2) any findings regarding current immi
gration law submitted by the Attorney Gen
eral under subsection (c); and 

(3) a comparison of the anticipated public 
and private health care costs associated with 
aliens infected with HIV with the costs at
tributable to the entry of aliens suffering 
from other health conditions. 

(C) STUDY AND REPORT.-(1) The Attorney 
General shall conduct a study of the follow
ing: 

(A) The effectiveness of current provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act in 
guarding against entry into the United 
States of persons likely to become a public 
charge and in deporting, during a 5-year pe
riod after such entry, those immigrants who 
do become public charges. 

(B) The ability of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to apply and enforce 
such Act with regard to immigrants infected 
with potentially costly health conditions in
cluding, but not limited to, HIV. 

(2) The Attorney General shall submit to 
the President, the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services, and the Congress a report 
setting forth the findings of the study con
ducted under paragraph (1) and including 
such recommendations as the Attorney Gen
eral determines may be necessary for revi
sion of current immigration law to ensure 
that immigrants with costly health condi
tions who are likely to become public 
charges will be excluded. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I offer today is on be
half of myself, Senator DOLE, Senator 
KASSEBAUM, Senator HELMS, Senator 
SHELBY, Senator GRAMM, Senator 
LO'IT, Senator COATS, Senator MACK, 
Senator CRAIG, Senator BOND, and Sen
ator COVERDELL. 

What this amendment would do 
would be to prohibit permanent immi
gration to the United States for per
sons infected with HIV. I think all of 
my colleagues are aware that President 
Clinton and his staff announced his in
tention to change the present policy 
which prohibits persons from entering 
this country permanently who are 
presently carrying the AIDS virus. 

I think this change by President 
Clinton is a serious mistake. I think it 
is a serious mistake for several rea
sons. One is for the health implica
tions. As I think all my colleagues are 
aware, HIV is a deadly virus. I wish we 
had a cure for it. Under the bill we are 
considering right now, we are going to 
authorize and appropriate over $2 bil
lion in research to try and find a cure 
for this very deadly disease, but we do 
not have a cure yet. As a matter of 
fact, it is not likely that we will for 
the next few years. I hope that we 
could have one tomorrow, but it is not 
there yet. 

So if we change this policy and allow 
more people to come into the country 
that are HIV positive, if they do not 
change their social behavior, the dis
ease will spread faster throughout the 
United States. It will infect a lot more 
people in this country. It will cost lives 
and, Mr. President, the second part of 
this is that it will cost millions of dol-

lars. This change in policy that is pro
moted by President Clinton is not only 
a decision that will cost lives, but it 
will cost hundreds of millions of dol
lars. It will overburden an already 
overburdened health care system, one 
that we are having a very difficult time 
affording today. We have heard dif
ferent estimates of the cost of treating 
someone that is HIV positive. I have 
quotes from some people who say it is 
$100,000. I have others who say it is 
$200,000. Some say those estimates are 
too low, and that the actual cost would 
even be higher. 

I do know this: I know the cost in 
Medicaid is already exploding and that 
many of the people who have been com
ing into the country who are HIV posi
tive would be Medicaid eligible and ul
timately would be on Medicaid. 

I have a chart that shows the recent 
charges for Medicaid and how rapidly it 
is growing. It is the fastest growing en
titlement program, fastest growing 
program in Government today. Medic
aid last year grew at 29 percent, that is 
$15.3 billion for 1992 alone. The year be
fore it was 27.7 percent. The year before 
that 18.8 percent. So you can see that 
Medicaid costs are exploding, and this 
is without this new policy which, 
again, would just add to the growing 
medical crisis that we have. 

I would like to compliment my col
league, Senator KASSEBAUM, who has 
worked with me on this amendment. 
There are several pieces of this amend
ment which are mine and there are sev
eral pieces which are Senator KASSE
BAUM's. Also, I would like to thank 
Senator DOLE who helped make some 
constructive changes as well. 

This amendment would do four 
things. One, it would codify the present 
provision in law, and I will just read it: 

Notwithstanding any other provision in 
regulations or directives concerning the ex
clusion of aliens on health related grounds, 
infection with HIV, the human 
immunodeficiency virus, shall constitute a 
communicable disease of public health sig
nificance for purposes of section 212 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. 

That is present practice. That has 
been the practice for several years. 
Section B of the amendment was re
quested by Senator KASSEBAUM, and I 
think makes eminent good sense, says 
the President shall submit a report by 
September 1, 1993, containing the as
sessments of cost and what the impact 
his proposal to lift the ban would be. I 
will allow Senator KASSEBAUM to make 
further statements on this as well. 

Section C, HIV testing. We will con
tinue to have testing for aliens coming 
into this country, as we do right now 
to test and find out whether or not 
they are HIV positive. 

Section D would allow people to 
come into the country without testing 
if they are coming in temporarily. 
They can come in temporarily to at
tend an educational conference or med
ical conference, to receive medical 
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treatment, to visit family members, to 
conduct temporary business or to even 
visit the country for tourism. But this 
would be a 30-day waiver and if they re
ceive this waiver, they would not have 
to be tested for HIV. 

But, Mr. President, what we would 
not do is allow people to come perma
nently into this country who are HIV 
positive, who may or may not continue 
their social behavior, which might 
spread the disease throughout the 
United States and also be a very sig
nificant financial drain and burden on 
an already burdened system. 

This is a serious amendment. I have 
not had a chance really to analyze Sen
ator KENNEDY'S second-degree amend
ment. Earlier, we were negotiating on 
having a separate vote on both amend
ments. I hope that is exactly what we 
will have, an up-or-down vote on both 
amendments. I think that is impor
tant. If I understand Senator KEN
NEDY'S amendment, it is basically a 
delay in change of policy, but then it 
would allow the Secretary and/or the 
President, I guess, to implement the 
change without any congressional ac
tion whatsoever. They would have a 
hearing, they would have some reports 
on costs, but it would still allow the 
Secretary, or the President through 
the Secretary to implement the change 
without congressional action. I think 
that would be a mistake. I think it 
would be costly both in the form of 
lives and costly in the form of dollars 
to an already overburdened system. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas is recognized. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 2 

years ago when this issue was consid
ered in the context of the upcoming 
World Conference on AIDS in Boston, 
the debate focused at that time largely 
on the issue of whether foreigners with 
AIDS would pose a public health risk 
to American citizens. Today, however, 
the chief issue has become cost, and I 
believe that it does need to be ad
dressed. 

AIDS is not spread by casual contact, 
through the air or from food, water or 
other objects. Thus, I believe it is im
portant that we not simply support an 
AIDS ban out of fear, that entrance to 
the United States will pose an imme
diate contagious risk to Americans. I 
think this is very unfortunate if, in
deed, in any way this is take in that 
context. An overwhelming majority of 
public health experts, including the 
Centers for Disease Control, the Amer
ican Medical Association and the 
American Public Health Association 
stress that no such threat exists and 
that the current ban is not justifiable 
on public heal th grounds. 

Mr. President, my concern lies in the 
area of potential financial costs to an 
already beleaguered American health 

care system. For example, people who I 
have talked to in Kansas tell me they 
cannot understand why we would allow 
immigration of highly expensive AIDS, 
and other health-related cases into this 
country, even as our own health care 
costs are exploding and one out of 
seven Americans has no health cov
erage at all. 

Advocates of lifting the current AIDS 
exclusions claim that the likely finan
cial cost of doing so will be acceptable 
and that current immigration laws al
ready contain adequate protections 
against the entry of persons deemed 
"likely to become a public charge." 

Mr. President, this may be true. Thus 
far, however, I do not believe the case 
has been adequately made. I am trou
bled, that there appears to be no docu
mentation on whether or not existing 
immigration laws have in fact been 
working effectively to guard against 
entry of persons found likely to be "a 
public charge." Similarly, considering 
that a single AIDS case is currently es
timated to cost about $102,000 over the 
lifetime of the patient, I think we de
serve to know a lot more about how 
many AIDS-infected immigrants we 
are going to see in coming years if this 
ban is lifted. And again, I would wish 
to expand this inquiry to include immi
grants who are entering the United 
States with other health-related con
cerns. 

I believe the following key questions 
need to be examined more carefully be
fore we move ahead with the lifting of 
the current immigration ban. 

First, what are the estimates of the 
likely number and origin of persons in
fected with HIV who are likely to seek 
entry into the United States in the 
next few years? 

Second, what exactly is the projected 
financial impact of such immigrants on 
cost to the U.S. public health care pro
grams and to the heal th care system in 
general? 

Third, how effective are our current 
immigration laws in screening out ap
plicants likely to become "a public 
charge?" Are these laws working and 
are they adequately enforced? 

Mr. President, I intend to support the 
amendment that has been offered by 
Senator NICKLES and others to require 
that the current AIDS exclusion re
main in place pending legislative ac
tion to the contrary by Congress. I do 
so for two basic reasons. 

First, as I have discussed, there are 
simply too many serious unanswered 
questions about potential cost to our 
health care system to permit lifting 
the AIDS immigration ban without fur
ther examination of the issue. 

Second, I agree with the sponsors of 
this amendment that the issues in
volved with AIDS and immigration are 
too sensitive and too complex to pre
vent a lifting of the ban by regulation 
only as the opposition proposes. 

This amendment offers what I believe 
to be a sensible alternative. We did try, 

and I appreciate the efforts of the 
chairman of the committee and others, 
to find a compromise. But this amend
ment I am cosponsoring would not in 
any way preclude the President from 
proposing at any time that the ban be 
lifted. All it would do is require that 
Congress consent to such an action 
through legislation. 

The approach being advanced by the 
other side would provide for several 
months delay in which this issue would 
be studied, but after that time the Sec
retary would have full authority to lift 
the ban through regulation. Congress 
would not be consulted on the matter. 

I would like to ask my colleagues 
this: If the troubling cost questions re
garding AIDS and immigration are se
rious enough to warrant an act of Con
gress today to stop the President from 
moving forward, are they not also seri
ous enough to justify requiring that 
Congress must act to approve the lift
ing of the ban several months from 
now? 

The other side will argue that the 
list of health conditions on the immi
gration list should be a matter to be 
dealt with through regulation, not leg
islation. I appreciate this point, and I 
do agree that under normal cir
cumstances matters such as disease ex
clusion lists for immigration are ones 
that should be dealt with by the Sec
retary through regulation. 

However, Mr. President, these are 
not normal circumstances and, trag
ically, AIDS is not just another dis
ease. There is ample precedent for Con
gress to intervene in the executive reg
ulatory process on issues of particular 
public importance, including the area 
of health policy. In fact, this very bill, 
as earlier NIH bills, includes a provi
sion providing that any action by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices to bar Federal funding for fetal tis
sue research must first be approved by 
a special ethics advisory board. 

Also, let us not forget that the cur
rent AIDS exclusion exists in large 
part because of congressional action. In 
fact, the vote to add this exclusion 
passed the Senate in 1987 by a unani
mous vote of 96 to zero. I hope and ex
pect that if this amendment is passed, 
there will be renewed examination of 
the AIDS immigration question. If it 
can be shown that HIV-infected immi
grants do not, in fact, pose a cost bur
den to the American heal th care sys
tem or if it can be demonstrated that 
there is a better way to handle our im
migration policy in this area, I will be 
among the first to help seek an over
turning of the current exclusion. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
study includes an assessment of the ef
fectiveness of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act in preventing persons 
who are likely to become a public 
charge. Additionally, a distinction is 
drawn between immigrants and refu
gees. The cost analysis of that study 
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will be the cost implication of refugees 
entering, or likely to enter, the United 
States. 

Mr. President, I believe as a result of 
this study we will gain a greater degree 
of information that will help us ana
lyze this sensitive issue. Although a 
difficult question, I believe it is one 
that must be answered to the satisfac
tion of the American public, and ad
dressed by Congress in a responsible 
manner. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. I wish to thank the 

Senator from Kansas for her statement 
and also for her leadership. As I men
tioned before, the report required in a 
section of this amendment came from 
the Senator from Kansas and I think 
that is a very good addition to this 
amendment. 

Also, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator GRAMM, Senator 
THURMOND, and also Senator SMITH be 
added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. LOTT. I rise in support of the 

Nickles amendment, and I congratulate 
the Senator from Oklahoma for the 
work he has already done on this issue. 
He has a long list of cosponsors. He has 
been open to suggestions. I think that 
has been very helpful. 

I also would like to express apprecia
tion to the Senator from Kansas, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, for her work in coming up 
with this amendment. 

I think this amendment, the Nickles 
amendment actually is too narrowly 
drawn. I would like it also to be appli
cable to other diseases that we have 
talked about in the past-gonorrhea, 
syphilis, other sexually communicable 
diseases. 

But this one is narrowly aimed at the 
HIV and AIDS problem. So I am going 
to accept that. But I personally would 
like to see it broader. 

I want to emphasize on a procedural 
point that I assume somewhere along 
the line there is going to be an agree
ment worked out where there can be a 
direct vote on the Nickles amendment, 
perhaps a direct vote on the Kennedy 
amendment. I do not think we should 
let this issue rest on a second-degree 
amendment which, in effect, wipes out 
the Nickles first-degree amendment. I 
had thought that agreement was being 
worked out and I hope that is going to 
happen. I think it is important that we 
have a direct, clear vote on the sub
stance of the Nickles amendment. 

Having said that, I would now like to 
address what is at stake. 

This has been a very low-keyed de
bate so far. I think the people need to 
understand exactly what we are talk-

ing about this afternoon. President 
Clinton has indicated a policy or a 
change in policy that would allow im
migrants to come into this country 
that are infected with the HIV virus. 
Let us make no mistake about it. Let 
us make it clear. We are talking about 
immigrants coming into the country 
with AIDS. 

I think we need to think about that. 
When I was in my own State this past 
week, I had this subject raised more 
than any other subject, more than ho
mosexuals in the military, more than 
the proposal to cut Social Security 
benefits, more than the proposal to tax 
Social Security benefits, more than the 
proposals to raise taxes on everyone 
down to people making only $30,000 a 
year. People would say, "Have you all 
lost your minds?" 

First of all, most Americans think 
our immigration policy has gone 
askew. They wonder why we cannot 
control our borders, why do we have 
this flood of illegal aliens coming into 
the country. They also wonder why we 
have the flood of legal aliens that are 
coming into the country. They think 
that is out of control. 

So they wonder about the laws on the 
books, and what the administrations
and I say that because it should in
clude previous administrations-what 
are we thinking in not being able to 
control the flood of immigrants coming 
into this country? We have the Statue 
of Liberty. We also have the policy of 
letting people come into the country. 
But should we have some reasonable 
control? Absolutely. I think you will 
find that, if you ask people in this 
country, whether it is New York, Mis
sissippi, California, or North Carolina. 

Then you add to that. They ask me 
the question in Belzoni, or in Belmont, 
"Are you serious? You are talking 
about opening up the floodgates and al
lowing people to come in as immi
grants with a problem, a disease that is 
sexually communicable?" They do not 
understand that. I do not understand 
it. 

So I do not think we should study the 
problem, to address the costs-and 
they are significant-to address the 
question of health implications, and 
then let it go forward. I think we 
should put into law the policy that has 
been in place and then if the Congress 
wants to change that law, and answer 
their constituents, so be it. But to set 
up a system where we have a govern
ment study and then let it go forward, 
I do not believe the American people 
are going to accept that. 

Mr. President, any time in this coun
try when we have a threat to public 
health, big or even very small, this 
body and the appropriate Government 
institutions are responsible for taking 
steps to minimize or eliminate those 
threats-to take action. Recently, we 
had the tragedy involving food poison
ing. It gripped the Nation. We saw lit-

tle children sick and clinging to life
some dying. We took action. The ap
propriate Government agencies swung 
into action. They changed policy. They 
increased inspections. They moved in 
there to eliminate the threat. The Gov
ernment responded immediately and 
appropriately to this tragedy. 

Contrast that tragedy and that ac
tion to what we have proposed here by 
the President with regard to lifting im
migration restrictions placed on people 
with AIDS. The proposed change in pol
icy would increase the threat to the 
public, it would lead to the possible 
continued spread of a deadly commu
nicable disease, and would burden the 
health care system in this country. 
There is no question that it has health 
care implications. 

The President stated the other night 
directly that what we need more of in 
Washington is common sense. Cer
tainly I agree with that. The current 
policy which excludes people who have 
a communicable disease, of public 
health significance, is the most com
monsense policy I have ever heard. 
That is a policy we should keep in 
place. To reverse that sound policy 
would be a grave v!.olation of not only 
common sense, but of our duty to pro
tect the public. 

So I strongly support the Nickles 
amendment which would codify the ex
isting immigration policy. 

Should we have a study, and under
stand exactly what the impact might 
be on heal th care or the cost which 
might be involved? Fine. Sure. That is 
good. Go ahead, have a study, but do 
not set up a process where it automati
cally goes into effect without Congress 
being involved in the results of that 
study and without additional congres
sional action. 

A similar amendment to this one 
passed in 1987 by a vote of 96 to 0. I be
lieve that was the vote. Not one Sen
ator voted against it. Not one Senator 
stood to say this policy did not make 
sense. I would argue that the Senate's 
vote on that occasion represented com
mon sense, not the absence of it. 

What would happen if we changed the 
current policy to allow immigration of 
those which are HIV positive? Would 
public health benefit? Clearly the an
swer is no. Would it pose a significant 
risk to public health? Yes; it would. 
Would it help contain the spread of a 
tragic and incurable disease? No. 
Would the U.S. health care system bear 
the burden of additional AIDS case 
costs? Clearly, yes. 

The reasons for maintaining the cur
rent policy are clear. It is sound. It 
protects public health. It helps contain 
the spread of a tragic disease, and pre
vents a further burdening of the U.S. 
health care system. 

My colleagues, you have already 
heard documentation in terms of the 
impact on our Medicaid system. Even 
the American Medical Association, the 
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body that should be most knowledge
able and experienced in AIDS policy, 
supports the current policy which is re
flected in the Nickles amendment. 

So my colleagues, I am for a very 
calm, cool, and rational debate, but I 
feel passionate about this. If we do not 
put this law in place we are going to 
wind up with a decision being made by 
the Secretary of HHS just to change it 
summarily. I think that would be a 
tragic mistake. The Senate needs to 
vote on this issue. I believe when the 
Senate votes on this issue the current 
policy will be maintained. I certainly 
hope that will be the result. 

I yield the floor at this time, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on the 

procedure, I want to indicate to the 
Senator from Oklahoma, and to the 
membership, that at this time, or at 
some time, the leadership will address 
the various interests of Members in 
terms of this issue. 

So I am glad to work with the Sen
ator from Oklahoma and others to en
sure that we have an opportunity to 
address this in an appropriate way at 
an appropriate time. 

There are Members interested in this 
issue on both sides. I think a number of 
them are wondering when we are going 
to come to grips with this particular 
amendment. We were hopeful this 
might have been the last amendment. I 
think we are pretty close to comple
tion of the bill. We have been appre
ciative of those who wanted to offer 
this amendment, for working with us 
over the past 24 hours. 

Mr. President, first of all, I want to 
mention very briefly exactly what our 
amendment does. 

AMENDMENT NO. 38, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is in 

order for me to send a modification of 
my amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has a right to modify the amend
ment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 
a modification to the desk, and indi
cate it simply changes 60 days to 90 
days. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

Mr. HELMS. Just a moment. I want 
to know what the modification is. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The modification 
maintains the status quo for 90 days 
rather than 60 days. 

Mr. HELMS. That is all it does, just 
the dates? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is all it does. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment is so modified. 
The amendment (No. 38) as modified, 

is as follows: 

(Purpose: To provide that the current list of 
communicable diseases of public health 
significance remain in place for a 90-day 
period and to require that a careful review 
of potential costs to the United States 
heal th care system take place before any 
change in the list) 
In the Nickles amendment No. 37, strike 

all after "Section" and input: 
S'nJDY OF THE COST IMPLICATIONS OF ALTER· 

ING THE PUBUC HEAL111 EXCLU· 
SIONUST. 

(a) RETENTION OF EXCLUSION.-The current 
list of communicable diseases of public 
health significance as in effect on February 
17, 1993, shall remain in effect for a period of 
at least 90 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-lf the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services alters the list 
described in subsection (a) after the expira
tion of the 90-day period described in that 
subsection, then the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress a report containing-

(1) an assessment of-
(A) the anticipated effect of such action on 

costs to United States public health care 
programs and entities, as well as to those op
erated by States and municipalities; and 

(B) the anticipated costs to private insur
ers and health care providers of such action; 

(2) any findings regarding current immi
gration law submitted by the Attorney Gen
eral under subsection (c); 

(3) a comparison of the anticipated health 
care costs associated with immigrants in
fected with HIV with the costs attributable 
to the entry of immigrants suffering from 
other serious health conditions which sig
nificantly impair the individual's ability to 
earn a living; and 

(4) an estimate of the costs associated with 
retention of the list described in subsection 
(a). 

(c) STUDY AND REPORT.-(1) The Attorney 
General shall conduct a study of the follow
ing: 

(A) The effectiveness of current provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act in 
guarding against entry into the United 
States of persons likely to become a public 
charge and in deporting, during a 5-year pe
riod after such entry, those immigrants who 
do become public charges. 

(B) The ability of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to apply and enforce 
such Act with regard to immigrants infected 
with potentially costly health conditions in
cluding, but not limited to, HIV. 

(2) The Attorney General shall submit to 
the President, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and the Congress a report 
setting forth the findings of the study con
ducted under paragraph (1) and including 
such recommendations as the Attorney Gen
eral determines may be necessary for revi
sion of current immigration law to ensure 
that immigrants with costly health condi
tions who are likely to become public 
charges will be excluded. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, what 
this amendment does is ensure that the 
list of communicable diseases of public 
health significance currently in effect 
shall remain in effect for at least 90 
days after the enactment of the legisla
tion-the passage of the NIH bill. 

Further, this amendment directs the 
Secretary of HHS, if she decides to 
alter the list described after the 90-day 
period, to submit a report to the Con-

gress which responds to the cost con
cerns that have been raised. If she in
tends to modify the list she will submit 
to the Congress an assessment of the 
anticipated effect of such action on the 
cost to the U.S. public health care pro
grams and entities, as well as those o~ 
erated by the States and municipali
ties. This will provide us with a com
plete study by the Department of HHS 
of what the cost implications are going 
to be to our health care system. Sec
ond, the study will explore the antici
pated cost to the private insurers and 
heal th care providers of any such ac
tion. 

We have also included a comparison 
of the anticipated health care costs as
sociated with immigrants infected with 
HIV and the costs attributable to im
migrants suffering from other serious 
health conditions which significantly 
impair the individual's ability to earn 
a living. 

We hear a good deal about costs. This 
is not just an HIV issue. We heard con
cern about the burden on the local 
health care systems. And we heard a 
little earlier about the burden on the 
Medicaid system. 

You can pass the amendment of the 
Senator from Oklahoma, and it is not 
going to do much for the Medicaid sys
tem for reasons I will illustrate. No 
matter how many times that is stated 
here that the Nickles amendment ad
dresses Medicaid costs, this is not true. 
As a matter of fact, if they had such 
concerns about all of the costs taking 
place out in local communities, why 
were we not talking about the costs of 
renal failure or cancer? We do not hear 
people talking about that. People with 
those conditions can come in here. 

The immigration program involves 
the reunification of families.-That is 
what we are talking about, basically
how this exclusion separates families 
and denies asylum to true refugees. 
Those are the conditions we are talk
ing about. We are talking about mem
bers of families. If they can have can
cer, they may become a ward of the 
State. But that is OK, according to 
those supporting this amendment. Im
migrants can have all kinds of other 
diseases. Well, we do not care if they 
will burden our local public health 
service. No, no. But the supporters of 
the Nickles amendment say they are 
out here to protect the taxpayer. 

That is hogwash. All of us know what 
is happening out here. It is a similar 
kind of effort we saw last week in 
terms of gay bashing. We understand 
that. 

We have, over the period of time of 
recent years, tried to bring this issue, 
this scourge, HIV, this epidemic that is 
taking place in our society, out of the 
political boardrooms and into the pub
lic health science boardrooms, and we 
have made some progress at different 
times. 

Remember Mrs. Ryan White, who sat 
up there in the gallery. whose son died 
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of a bad blood transfusion. You found 
everybody in this Chamber very quiet 
at that moment. We said we will accept 
scientific information on that situa
tion-because Ryan White died of 
AIDS, died of AIDS, that horrible dis
ease, but as a result of a blood trans
fusion. She was sitting up there, and 
everybody was marching in and saying 
we can understand that. Science meant 
something then. Let us bring science 
into public policy, we said. And we 
made some progress on that. 

Do you know what we did in 1990 in 
the Immigration Act? We said, let us 
make science and science policy the 
controlling and guiding factor in terms 
of excluding those individuals who 
have diseases that are going to pose a 
public health threat to American citi
zens. So we do so on tuberculosis. We 
do not permit even temporary visits of 
people with tuberculosis. We do not 
permit them to go to a science fair or 
a conference. We do not permit them to 
do the five things this amendment per
mits lilV people to do. Why? Because it 
is a public health service determina
tion. That is what we should be inter
ested in. If you or a member of your 
family have the danger of tuberculosis, 
you cannot come into the United 
States of America. At the time we 
passed the Immigration Act of 1990, we 
had a Republican President of the 
United States and a Republican Sec
retary of IIlIS, and we had a Repub
lican Attorney General, and we said we 
will permit them to make the judg
ment of how to handle excludable dis
eases. But now the Senator from Okla
homa won't have it. We were prepared 
in 1990 to give a Republican President 
the same kind of authority they want 
to take away from our President. Why? 
Why do they want to do that? They had 
their own Secretary of IIlIS that had 
made the request on a sound scientific 
basis that mv be removed from the 
list. A Republican appointee that said 
that this should not be on the list. 

Now we say it was OK for one Presi
dent to handle this issue, but, by God, 
we are not going to allow this new 
President to do it. We are not going to 
give him the same kind of authority we 
gave President Bush. We want to take 
that away. 

There have been legitimate questions 
raised in terms of the impact on costs 
to local communities. It is interesting 
that after we hear the supporters of the 
Nickles amendment speak and we 
imagine that thousands of people will 
be coming in with AIDS. But medical 
tests found only 450 2 years ago; of the 
700,000 immigrants, there were 450 of 
them with HIV and they were excluded. 
You have to take a blood test to immi
grate to the United States. There were 
450 who failed 2 years ago, and 600 last 
year. One-tenth of 1 percent. 

But what the supporters of the Nick
les amendment are saying-and we all 
know what they are saying here 

today-is you have 268 black Haitians 
in Guantanamo Bay, 40 children and 2 
have HIV, and 20 pregnant women. 
Many of them have been found to be in 
incredible fear of persecution or death 
if they go back to Haiti. The pro
ponents of this amendment say, "Send 
them back. Send them back. We do not 
care." 

It does not make much difference 
that somebody has HIV and come in 
here for 4 weeks and attends a con
ference and has not received any AIDS 
education. What kind of threat do they 
pose to the public health? They are not 
concerned about that. But send that 
black person back from Guantanamo 
Bay, even if she is pregnant. Let us get 
rid of this problem and not try to deal 
with something that is as important as 
this on the basis of science. Oh, no. 
Why, it is going to run up our Medic
aid, Medicaid, Medicaid. All those poor 
people, many of them black, all those 
poor, sick people, let us get rid of 
them. Mr. President, we have heard it 
all on this floor. At least I have. 

A point that is so interesting is that 
none of our friends on that side of the 
aisle point out when it comes to cost is 
that the Attorney General has the au
thority and power under the 1990 Immi
gration Act to make a determination 
that they are going to be a burden on 
the locality or the community or their 
State. And the Attorney General can 
send them back if they become public 
charges within the first 5 years. They 
never mentioned that. That point was 
never mentioned over there. The Attor
ney General has the authority and the 
responsibility and, under risk of not 
having conformed with the law, if he 
does not apply the public charge provi
sions. He has to do that. Has to do it. 
That is in the law at the present time. 
And he should conform and meet that 
responsibility if someone is going to be 
a public charge. 

So, Mr. President, we have tried over 
a period of time to deal with this issue. 
We know that it is an issue which is of 
enormous concern to all Americans, as 
it should be. HIV is relatively new in 
our immigration history but we know a 
good deal about it. We are finding out 
more. 

All you have to do is read the history 
of this country, and you find out that 
a number of years ago you could not 
work alongside a person that had can
cer, because it was thought to be com
municable. I doubt if there is a letter 
of the alphabet that is more terrifying 
than the letter C-cancer-for all 
Americans. Then we found out that it 
is not communicable in those ways. So 
what did we do? We adopted a scientific 
Public Health Service position on it. 

The answer in this area, Mr. Presi
dent, is what we have talked about be
fore: education and other kinds of ac
tivity, to limit the spread of this dis
ease. Education, communication, un
derstanding, awareness is what we 
really need. 

We had, not many years ago, epilepsy 
on the exclusion list. Regarding people 
that were epileptic, it was said, let us 
get them out. Basically, we did not un
derstand them. They did not look good 
to us. We faced that same issue on the 
Americans With Disabilities Act, where 
people that owned restaurants said 
"keep the epileptics out. They have 
epilepsy and they scare our patrons, 
scare away our business." Well, we 
made progress on that issue. Why? 

We have looked extensively at the 
public health aspects of it. We exam
ined it, and thank God, we brought 
some rationality to it. On HIV issues, 
we ought to deal in ways, Mr. Presi
dent, that include Republicans and 
Democrats alike. This is how we have 
always preferred to proceed. 

We have the former Dr. James 
Mason, who served under the Repub
lican administration as the Assistant 
Secretary of Health, who has whole
heartedly supported our position. I 
have his statements, and I will include 
them at the appropriate place in the 
RECORD. 

I see others want to speak. 
We have Dr. James Todd of the AMA. 

It is interesting to hear Senator NICK
LES speak about where the AMA stands 
on this issue. I have a letter from Dr. 
Todd, President of the American Medi
cal Association, that is dated February 
12, also in support of our position. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have this letter printed in the 
RECORD, along with other letters from 
a whole series of public health experts. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services, Washington, DC, Jan. 25, 
1991) 

NEWS RELEASE 

(By Don Berreth) 
The Department of Health and Human 

Services today proposed that starting June 1 
infectious tuberculosis would be the only 
communicable disease which would exclude 
foreign visitors, workers, refugees and immi
grants. 

The Immigration Act of 1990 eliminated 
the category of "dangerous contagious" dis
eases that have been listed as bars to travel 
and immigration. The act instructed the 
HHS secretary to develop a new list of "com
municable diseases of public health signifi
cance" based on medical and scientific con
siderations alone. 

The medical experts consulted agreed that 
infectious tuberculosis should be on the list 
but that the other seven conditions-leprosy 
and six sexually transmitted diseases, in
cluding HIV infection-should not be consid
ered as medical reasons for barring people 
under the new law. A formal proposal reflect
ing that view was published in the Jan. 23 
Federal Register for public comment. 

A medical examination with chest x-ray 
would continue ~o be required for adult im
migrants. Other requirements will remain in 
effect to ensure that immigrants or foreign 
workers in the United States have the finan
cial resources or responsible sponsors so they 
do not become medical or welfare depend
ents. 
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Under the law, drug abusers and addicts 

and people who are likely to cause harm be
cause of a history of such behavior associ
ated with mental health conditions would be 
excluded. Regulations governing such aliens 
will be announced later. 

Under existing regulations, the list of dan
gerous contagious diseases includes five sex
ually transmitted diseases-infectious syphi
lis, gonorrhea, granuloma inguinale, 
lymphogranuloma venereum and chancroid. 
HIV was added at the end of 1987 by Con
gress. Infectious leprosy and active tuber
culosis round out the current list of eight. 

The Centers for Disease Control, an agency 
of the Public Health Service within the De
partment of Health and Human Services, re
viewed diseases in consultation with non-fed
eral experts in infectious disease and public 
health and concluded that, from a public 
health standpoint, sexually transmitted dis
eases, including HIV infection, should not be 
on the list of excludable conditions. 

HHS Assistant Secretary for Health James 
0. Mason, M.D., who heads the Public Health 
Service, endorsed the CDC's conclusions and 
forwarded them to HHS Secretary Louis W . . 
Sullivan, M.D., who concurred. Dr. Sullivan 
said, "AIDS evokes an emotional response 
from many-and that's understandable-but 
we have been virtually the only major coun
try to try to bar HIV-infected travelers. This 
policy will bring us in line with the best 
medical thinking, here and abroad." 

In reaching their conclusions using the 
"communicable disease" definition of the 
new law, the medical experts agreed: 

Sexually transmitted diseases, including 
HIV infection, are not spread by casual con
tact, through the air, or from food, water or 
other objects, nor will an infected person in 
a common public setting place another indi
vidual inadvertently or unwillingly at risk. 

HIV infection is transmitted among adults 
in this country almost· exclusively by two 
routes: sexual intercourse with an infected 
person, and sharing of contaminated injec
tion equipment by injection drug users. The 
risk of (or protection from) HIV infection 
comes not from the nationality of the in
fected person, but from the specific behav
iors that are practiced. The best defense 
against further spread of HIV infection, 
whether from a U.S. citizen or alien, is an 
educated population. 

Leprosy (Hansen's disease) is spread only 
through prolonged contact with an infected 
person. Most imported cases occur in persons 
who do not manifest outward signs of the 
disease when they are medically screened 
abroad. Effective drugs are now available for 
treating this disease and suppressing its in
fectiousness. In recent years, management of 
patients with Hansen's disease has substan
tially changed from isolation from society to 
ambulatory treatment. There is a nation
wide system in the United States to provide 
comprehensive care and treatment to per
sons diagnosed with Hansen's disease. 

Infectious tuberculosis is proposed for in
clusion on the list because the disease can be 
transmitted through the air. and an infec
tious person places others at risk through 
casual contact. The tuberculosis bacillus is 
carried in airborne particles that can be gen
erated when persons with pulmonary or la
ryngeal tuberculosis sneeze, cough, speak or 
sing. The disease can be spread by normal air 
currents in a room, building or airplane. 

The CDC and the non-federal experts were 
also asked if there should be any other com
municable diseases on a list of .excludable 
conditions, and they agreed that no other 
diseases should be added. However, the Pub-

lie Health Service, throµgh the World Health 
Organization, maintains worldwide surveil
lance of communicable diseases and will add 
diseases to the list when necessary. 

The comment period will close Feb. 22, 
1991. Comments should be addressed to: Di
rector, Division of Quarantine, Center for 
Prevention Services, Centers for Disease 
Control, Mail Stop E03, Atlanta, Ga. 30333. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN 
SERVICES, PUBLIC HEALTH SERV
ICE, 

Washington, DC, March 14, 1990. 
To: The Secretary. 
From: Assistant Secretary for Health. 
Subject: CDC Proposed Rule, 42 CFR Part 34, 

Medical Examination of Aliens-ACTION. 
BACKGROUND 

The Immigration and Nationality Act sets 
out medical grounds for exclusion of aliens; 
among these are the occurrence of a dan
gerous contagious disease. The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services normally speci
fies the particular diseases by regulation. 
Dangerous contagious diseases currently are 
defined as chancroid, gonorrhea, granuloma 
inguinale, human immuodeficieny virus 
(HIV) infection, lymphogranuloma 
venereum, infectious syphilis, infectious lep
rosy, and active tuberculosis. All except HIV 
infection were established by regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary. HIV infection 
was added to the regulations as required by 
section 518 of Public Law 100-71, the Supple
mental Appropriations Act of 1987. 

PROVISIONS OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS 
This Notice of Proposed Rulemaking would 

modify 42 CFR Part 34.2(b), Medical Exam
ination of Aliens, by de}eting six of the eight 
currently listed diseases: chancroid; gonor
rhea; granuloma inguinale; lymphogranu
loma venereum; syphilis, infectious stage; 
and infectious leprosy. Aliens with these dis
eases can no longer be considered a public 
health threat to the United States. The pro
posal also changes "tuberculosis, active" to 
"infectious tuberculosis." Additionally, 
technical and conforming corrections are 
proposed in Section 34.4. 

The sexually transmitted diseases proposed 
for deletion are not transmitted by casual 
contact, through the air, or from common 
vehicles (such as fomites, food, or water), nor 
will an infected person in a common or pub
lic setting place another individual inadvert
ently or unwillingly at risk. Rather, these 
diseases are primarily spread through vol
untary exposure. Because HIV infection was 
added to the list of dangerous contagious dis
eases as mandated by Congress, we do not 
propose to delete it from the list in this 
NPRM. We are submitting a legislative pro
posal to repeal this provision so that we can 
delete HIV infection from the list as well. 

Leprosy (Hansen's disease) is not highly 
contagious; the disease is spread through 
prolonged contact with an infected individ
ual. The majority of imported cases occur in 
persons who do not manifest outward signs 
of the disease when they are medically 
screened abroad, but develop active disease 
after arriving in this country. Effective 
drugs are now available for treating this dis
ease and for suppressing its infectiousness. 
In recent years, management of patients 
with Hansen's disease has substantially 
changed from isolation from society to am
bulatory treatment. There is a nationwide 
system in the United States to provide com
prehensive care and treatment for persons 
diagnosed with Hansen's disease. 

We do propose to leave tuberculosis on the 
list. Unlike the other diseases on the list, tu-

berculosis can be transmitted through the 
air, and an infectious person can place others 
at risk through casual contact. Those found 
to have infectious tuberculosis should re
ceive treatment until they are no longer in
fectious before they are allowed to travel to 
the United States. At that point, existing 
public health programs are capable of man
aging the relatively few who will require fur
ther treatment after arrival. We propose to 
change the term "tuberculosis, active" to 
"infectious tuberculosis" to correspond with 
modern medical terminology. 

The proposal has been discussed with rep
resentatives of the American Medical Asso
ciation (AMA), the American Public Health 
Association, a former Assistant Secretary 
for Health, the Association of State and Ter
ritorial Health Officials, CDC's Advisory 
Committee on the Elimination of Tuber
culosis, CDC's Advisory Committee for the 
Prevention of HIV Infection, the Council of 
State and Territorial Epidemiologists, the 
Department of Defense, the National Asso
ciation of County Health Officials, the Na
tional Commission on Acquired Immune De
ficiency Syndrome, the N~tional Medical As
sociation, and the U.S. Conference of Local 
Heal th Officers. 

All of those consulted have supported de
leting from the list of dangerous contagious 
diseases chancroid, gonorrhea, granuloma 
inguinale, HIV infection, infectious leprosy, 
lymphogranuloma venereum, and infectious 
syphilis. All have supported the retention of 
infectious (or active) tuberculosis. The AMA 
favors HIV testing and counseling of immi
grants as an important part of their medical 
record, but does not necessarily favor exclu
sion of those found positive. 

REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS 

This proposed revision will not impact sig
nificantly on small entities; therefore, prep
aration of a regulatory flexibility analysis 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, Public 
Law 96-354, is not required. 

REPORTING/RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS 

The proposed modifications under this part 
do not contain information collections which 
are subject to review by the Office of Man
agement and Budget under section 3504(h) of 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980. 

CONSEQUENCES OF DISAPPROVAL 

Disapproval may open the Department to 
criticism for failing to recognize that there 
is no public health value in continued 
screening for these medical conditions. 

EXPECTATIONS 

We anticipate objections to this NPRM by 
some who may consider that the importation 
of even one case of these diseases should not 
be allowed. 

URGENCY 

Due to the increasing concern of the public 
health community worldwide about our out
dated policy for screening for these diseases, 
this NPRM should be published as soon as 
possible. 

PRESS RELEASE 

A press announcement will be developed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

I recommend that you sign the attached 
NPRM for publication in the Federal Reg-
ister. 

JAMES 0. MASON, M.D., Dr.P.H. 
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ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING THE SECRETARY 

OF HHS's AUTHORITY To DETERMINE THE 
LIST OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASES OF PuBLIC 
HEALTH SIGNIFICANCE 

AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, /l, February 15, 1993. 

Re HIV and Immigration. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY. 
U.S. Senate, Washington. DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The issue of HIV 
and immigration is once again before the 
Congress and the Administration. The pur
pose of this letter is to offer you the Amer
ican Medical Association's current views. 

The Association consistently has sup
ported the authority of the Public Health 
Service (PHS) to determine which diseases 
should trigger exclusion of foreign nationals. 
Federal law requires the PHS to base this de
termination on current epidemiological con
cepts and medical diagnostic standards. 

The 1990 immigration reform law provides 
the federal authority for excluding those in
dividuals likely to become public charges. 
Any medical condition serious enough to 
interfere with employment or that could re
sult in burdensome medical expenses could 
trigger this type of exclusion. With proper 
enforcement, this provision addresses our 
concerns about HIV-infected foreign nation
als seeking to immigrate. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES S. TODD, MD., 
Executive Vice President. 

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE SERVICES, 
NATIONAL OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, February 16, 1993. 
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of several na

tional organizations interested in immigra
tion and refugee policy, I am sending the en
closed letter to express our strong support 
for removing HIV-infection from the list of 
diseases upon which individuals may be ex
cluded from entering the United States. 

We ask for your support in defeating any 
amendment that would overturn or interfere 
with the Department of Health and Human 
Service's authority to make this decision. 

Thank you for your attention to this ur
gent issue. 

Sincerely, 
FR. RICHARD RYSCAVAGE, S.J., 

Executive Director. 
Enclosure. 

FEBRUARY 16, 1993. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: We, the under
signed organizations. express our support for 
removing HIV-infection from the list of dis
eases upon which persons may be excluded 
from traveling to, immigrating to, or seek
ing refuge in the U.S. We understand that an 
effort may be made on the Senate floor to 
legislate a travel ban for HIV positive visi
tors, immigrants or refugees. We strongly 
oppose this effort. We urge you to vote 
against any amendment that would overturn 
or otherwise interfere with the Department 
of Health and Human Service's authority to 
make this decision based on current epide
miological principles and medical standards. 

Two reasons are generally advanced for 
placing HIV-infection on the list of diseases 
warranting automatic exclusion from the 
U.S. First, is the communicable nature of 
the disease. The lOlst Congress, through en
actment of the Immigration Act of 1990, ap
propriately placed all questions related to 
health-related exclusions in the hands of fed
eral health professionals. We concur with 
Congress' decision that technical health pol-

icy issues should be left to public health offi
cials. and we agree with the Public Health 
Service that otherwise eligible applicants 
should not be denied immigration status 
solely because they are HIV-positive. 

A second reason generally advanced is the 
unwarranted perception that HIV-positive 
immigrants will become a public charge be
cause of the expense associated with treating 
this condition. In actuality, these economic 
concerns are already addressed in existing 
law. Under current law, all foreign visitors 
and immigrants must meet financial eligi
bility criteria. Anyone who does not is pre
cluded from visiting or immigrating to the 
U.S. 

We believe that current U.S. law ade
quately addresses both the medical and eco
nomic concerns on HIV-positive immigrants, 
and we strongly oppose efforts to make 
major changes in immigration and refugee 
law based on prejudice or ignorance. We urge 
you to support the Department of Health and 
Human Services on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
American Council for Nationalities Serv

ice, Church World Service, American 
Immigration Lawyers Association, 
Ethiopian Community Development 
Council, Indochinese Resource Action 
Center, The Tolstoy Foundation, U.S. 
Committee for Refugees, Lutheran Im
migration Refugee Service, United 
States Catholic Conference Migration 
and Refugee Services. 

[From the National Commission on Acquired 
Immune Deficiency Syndrome, Washing
ton, DC] 

STATEMENT ON IMMIGRATION POLICY 
The National Commission on AIDS com

mends the Administration's preliminary de
cision to remove HIV infection from the list 
of conditions which constitute grounds for 
excluding an individual from traveling or 
immigrating to the United States. 

The U.S. Congress reaffirmed under the 
Immigration Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-649) that 
public health judgments on these issues are 
appropriately placed in the hands of the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, hence, 
there is no need of further congressional ac
tion in this matter. Under the Act, Congress 
directed the Secretary to look to "current 
epidemiological principles and medical 
standards" in assessing the need to exclude 
immigrant applicants on the basis of illness 
or medical condition. Accordingly, the Pub
lic Health Service reexamined the list of dis
eases to be used for the purposes of exclu
sion. Of the eight diseases on the list, the 
Public Health Service determined that only 
infectious tuberculosis should be retained as 
it alone was transmissible through the air 
and by casual contact, and therefore a threat 
to the public health. The Commission urges 
that any proposed or final rule realign U.S. 
immigration policy with sound public health 
principles. 

Under the Immigration Act of 1990, the 
Congress also reaffirmed the appropriateness 
of placing determinations related to eco
nomic burden in the hands of the Attorney 
General. It has been argued by some that 
HIV-infected individuals should be barred 
from immigration into the United States on 
the basis of the financial cost they will pose 
to the nation. It is a fact that immigration 
applicants who are HIV positive, like every 
other applicant, will be obliged to satisfy all 
other immigration requirements, including 
financial requirements. Public charge provi
sions of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act require all applicants for immigrant and 

non-immigrant visas to demonstrate that 
they are not likely to become public charges. 
Anyone who does not do so is denied a visa 
and precluded from either visiting or immi
grating to the United States. This is based 
on a "totality of circumstances" test which 
considers an applicant's health, financial re
sources, and their ability to earn a living in 
the future. As an added safeguard, the regu
lations provide that an alien who becomes a 
public charge within five years of entry be 
deported. Elimination of the exclusion based 
on HIV infection will in no way lessen these 
restrictions on individuals who wish to im
migrate to the United States. 

The Commission voices its deep distress 
over the encroachment, once again, of extra
neous issues into a decision that should be 
science-based and focused solely on public 
health concerns. We must not allow argu
ments based on politics, misinformation, 
fear or discrimination to triumph. To do so 
is to betray the heart and integrity of the 
federal government's role in protecting and 
advancing the health of all its people. The 
desire of President Clinton and Secretary of 
Health and Human Services Shalala to base 
public health policy on sound science is un
equivocally supported by the National Com
mission on AIDS. 

ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND 
TERRITORIAL HEALTH OFFICIALS, 

Washington, DC, February 12, 1993. 
President WILLIAM J. CLINTON, . 
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: I am writing on 
behalf of the Association of State and Terri
torial Health Officials (ASTHO), which rep
resents the chief health officers of the 50 
states, the District of Columbia and the U.S. 
territories, to express our strongest support 
for lifting the ban on HIV infected individ
uals seeking entry into the U.S. 

Because HIV infection is not spread by cas
ual contact and immigration of infected in
dividuals does not pose a direct threat to the 
health or safety of the population, ASTHO 
continues to support removal of HIV infec
tion from the list of communicable diseases 
of public health significance upon which U.S. 
travel and immigration can be denied. The 
public health and scientific community has 
overwhelmingly and repeatedly stressed the 
fact that restriction of immigration will nei
ther protect the health of the American pub
lic, nor will it prevent or control the HIV 
epidemic. We urge you to use your action of 
lifting the immigration ban as an oppor
tunity to truly educate the American public 
about the facts of HIV transmission. 

In addition, ASTHO firmly believes that 
removing travel and immigration exclusions 
for HIV infected individuals is not prin
cipally an economic issue, as some are con
tending. Because the Immigration and Na
tionally Act continues to exclude persons 
who "are likely at any time to become pub
lic charges," concerns about HIV-infected 
persons immigrating and becoming wards of 
the state, are grossly exaggerated. 

We applaud you for taking this strong 
stand based on science and we look forward 
to moving forward with the new Administra
tion to address the real HIV prevention and 
treatment needs of individuals affected by 
this devastating epidemic. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE K. DEGNON, 
Executive Vice President. 
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AMERICAN PUBLIC 
HEALTH ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC, February 11, 1993. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The American 

Public Health Association (APHA), the 
world's oldest and largest association of pub
lic health professionals, supports the Clinton 
Administration's decision to end the immi
gration policy which bars HIV-infected per
sons from entering the United States. 

APHA opposes the current immigration 
policy barring persons with communicable 
diseases (including syphilis, leprosy, gonor
rhea, and HIV infection) from the United 
States in the absence of scientific evidence 
that such measures will protect the public's 
health. When such measures are likely to be 
protective, based on known mechanisms for 
disease transmission, we certainly support 
them. For example, we concur with Sec
retary Donna Shalala's decision to keep ac
tive tuberculosis on the list of excludable 
communicable diseases. 

We cannot afford to send mixed messages 
about such a serious disease as HIV infec
tion. The public is not at risk of HIV from 
casual contact with individuals with HIV in
fection or AIDS. As physicians and scientists 
concerned with the health of Americans, we 
must say so. Failure to change the immigra
tion policy would do serious harm to the 
credibility and confidence we have all strug
gled to maintain during the HIV epidemic. It 
would especially erode confidence in the in
tegrity of the U.S. Public Health Service. We 
can ill afford to cater to fear and discrimina
tion. 

We urge you to support this important 
public health policy. 

Very truly yours. 
WILLIAM H. MCBEATH, MD, MPH, 

Executive Director. 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, February 12, 1993. 

DEAR SENATOR: We understand that an 
amendment might be offered to S.1, the Na
tional Institutes of Health Revitalization 
Act of 1993, which would require the Presi
dent to retain a travel ban on persons with 
the HIV virus. The American Bar Associa
tion opposes legislation that would require 
the President to exclude all HIV-infected 
travelers, refugees and immigrants from en
tering the United States. 

In the Immigration Act of 1990, Congress 
directed the Secretary of Heal th and Human 
Services (HHS) to promulgate a new list of 
excludable "communicable diseases of public 
health significance," 8 U.S.C. 
§ 1182(a)(l)(A)(i), based solely on "current 
epidemiologic principles and medical stand
ards." In so doing, Congress appropriately 
delegated responsibility for this health deci
sion to the health experts, rather than the 
political branches. The national and inter
national public health authorities, including 
former Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices Dr. Louis Sullivan, concur that remov
ing HIV from the list of diseases upon which 
persons may be barred from entering the 
U.S. will not endanger public health .. 

Moreover, the Immigration Act imposes 
numerous criteria that an individual must 
satisfy in order to be admitted to the United 
States. One of them requires that the appli
cant demonstrate that he or she is not "like
ly at any time to become a public charge." 8 
U.S.C. § 1182(a)(4). 

Eliminating the HIV exclusion does not 
mean that any individual with HIV can enter 
the United States. It only means that a per
son who otherwise qualifies under the law 
will not be prevented entry solely on account 
of his or her HIV status. 

The American Bar Association supports 
the Public Health Services's reconsideration 
of the current HIV bar and urges you to vote 
against any measure that would force the 
President to retain the current ban. 

Sincerely, 
RoBERT D. EV ANS. 

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
RESPONDING TO AIDS, 

Washington, DC, February 16, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The undersigned 
members of the coalition National Organiza
tions Responding to AIDS (NORA) write to 
support the action by the Department of 
Health and Human Services to lift the ban 
on HIV infected individuals seeking entry 
into the United States. 

Virtually every public health organization 
in the U.S. and all public health officials in
cluding the former Secretary for Health and 
Human Services, Dr. Louis Sullivan, have 
stated that HIV infection should be removed 
from the list of communicable diseases of 
public health significance used to exclude 
aliens whose presence would threaten the 
public health. 

As you may recall, as part of the Immigra
tion Act of 1990 Congress charged the Public 
Health Service with determining the list of 
excludable diseases based on standard public 
health principles. Congress acted correctly 
in delegating responsibility for public health 
decisions to the chief public health authori
ties in our nation. 

In the Immigration Act of 1990, Congress 
also affirmed that economic concerns are to 
be addressed through the Attorney General. 
All foreign visitors and immigrants must 
meet financial eligibility criteria to enter 
the United States. Under current law, immi
grants and non-immigrants are subject to ex
clusion if they are "likely at any time to be
come a public charge." To determine public 
charge the INS looks at the aliens' physical 
and mental condition, as well as ability to 
earn a living and support themselves. An in
dividual who becomes a "pubic charge" with
in five years of entry risks deportation. 

Therefore, the economic impact of immi
gration policy is addressed by the public 
charge provision. Any decisions regarding 
public health are properly determined by the 
Public Health Service. We urge you to resist 
any attempt to direct specific actions that 
run counter to public health principles. 

We support the President's desire to re
align our immigration policy with sound 
public health and urge you to support the 
Public Health Service in lifting the ban on 
HIV infected individuals entering the United 
States for immigration purposes. 

Sincerely, 
AIDS Action Council. 
AIDS National Interfaith Network. 
American Civil Liberties Union. 
American Foundation for AIDS Research. 
American Friends ·Service Committee. 
American Medical Student Association. 
American Public Health Association. 
Association of Schools of Public Health. 
Association of State and Territorial Health 

Officials. 
Broadway Cares/Equity Fights AIDS. 
Center for Women Policy Studies. 
Coalition for the Homeless. 
Council of Jewish Federations. 
Human Rights Campaign Fund. 
Legal Action Center. 
National Alliance of State and Territorial 

AIDS Directors. 
National Association of Protection and Ad

vocacy Systems. 

National Association of Public Hospitals. 
National Association of Social Workers. 
National Catholic AIDS Network. 
National Community AIDS Partnership. 
National Education Association's Health 

Information Network. 
National Healthcare for the Homeless 

Council. 
National Hospice Organization. 
National Native American AIDS Preven-

tion Center. 
National Puerto Rican Coalition. 
National Women's Health Network. 
Sex Information and Education Council of 

the U.S. 
Therapeutic Communities of America. 
UJA-Federation of Jewish Philanthropies 

of New York. 

FEBRUARY 8, 1993. 
President BILL CLINTON, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: The undersigned 
organizations represent a broad spectrum of 
public health organizations, HIV service pro
viders, immigrant and refugee service pro
viders, religious organizations, gay, lesbian 
and AIDS activist organizations, women's 
organizations and other national organiza
tions. We commend your commitment to end 
the current exclusion and mandatory testing 
of immigrants and travelers with HIV and 
urge you to include this policy change as a 
priority for the first 100 days of your Admin
istration by directing the Department of 
Health and Human Services to adopt as a 
final regulation the rule proposed in January 
1991 that would establish the list of commu
nicable diseases of public health signifi
cance. 56 Fed. Reg. 2484. It has been two 
years since this regulation was first proposed 
by then-Secretary of Health and Human 
Services Louis Sullivan, implementing the 
Congressional intent in enacting the Immi
gration Act of 1990 to revise the immigration 
exclusion list. There is no sound public 
health rationale to continue to delay the 
adoption of the January 1991 proposed regu
lation removing HIV and other diseases from 
the current exclusion list and ending the 
mandatory HIV testing of immigrants and 
refugees. 

As direct service providers to persons sub
ject to the HIV immigration exclusion, we 
can attest to the adverse consequences of 
this inhumane policy and the enormous 
hardship it imposes on our clients. For ex
ample, there are some applicants for legal
ization under the Immigration Reform and 

· Control Act of 1986 that are still waiting for 
decisions on their waivers of exclusion, over 
five years after their applications were first 
submitted. All of these persons have resided 
in the United States for over ten years, have 
worked and paid taxes during that time, sup
porting themselves and their families and 
continuing to make economic and social con
tributions to their communities. 

There are also many others who still re
main ineligible to obtain lawful permanent 
residence solely because of their HIV status. 
Moreover, there is no monitoring of the ac
curacy or reliability of the mandatory HIV 
tests performed for immigrant purposes and 
no accountability for the lack of pre- and 
post-test counseling. Rather than providing 
any positive health education value, the ex
clusion policy has hindered our prevention 
education efforts in the immigrant and refu
gee communities by creating fear, mistrust 
and misunderstanding an prompting many 
seropositive immigrants to go underground. 

The following experiences of individuals af
fected by the exclusion policy poignantly il-
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lustra.te its detrimental a.nd counter
productive results (names used a.re pseudo
nyms): 

Jose Ra.mos tested seropositive, but be
es.use he a.lso ha.d a. severe skin rs.sh, his civil 
surgeon who ha.d never before counseled a 
seropositive person misdiagnosed him a.s 
having AIDS. Jose wa.s extremely distraught 
a.nd wa.s fired from his job when his employer 
found out a.bout the diagnosis. With no 
money a.nd no place to live, he turned him
self in to the Immigration a.nd Na.tura.liza.
tion Service so tha.t they could send him 
back to his country. After a.n unsuccessful 
suicide attempt, he eventually obtained a.s- . 
sista.nce of a.n a.dvoca.te, who located a.ppro
pria.te referrals for his emotional, financial, 
hea.l th, legal a.nd social service needs and 
who accompanied him to the hospital, where 
it wa.s learned tha.t he did not in fa.ct ha.ve 
AIDS. 

Tomas Santos wa.s astounded tha.t the civil 
surgeon who wa.s administering his medical 
exa.m for his legalization a.pplica.tion ha.d 
charged him excessively, so he sought advice 
from a. community agency. The para.legal 
opened the sea.led envelope containing the 
report of the exa.m to determine the anomaly 
a.nd discovered tha.t he had tested 
seropositive. She asked Tomas if he knew 
a.bout AIDS. "I ha.ve heard about it," he re
sponded, somewhat unsure of himself. She 
then asked whether the doctor ha.d told him 
anything a.bout his health, and he responded 
that the doctor ha.d mentioned tha.t he had a 
virus, adding, "I know I ha.ve a. virus. I had 
a. cold last week." 

Marie Auguste is a Haitian national who 
ca.me to the U.S. in 1973. She worked to buy 
a. home where she continues to reside. She 
married a U.S. citizen, but the marriage 
ended when she discovered that her husband 
wa.s unfaithful and had infected her with 
HIV. She applied for temporary residence but 
wa.s denied. Her frustration with the govern
ment's continued apathy towards her tragic 
situation has led her to depression. She has 
repeatedly told the agency that is assisting 
her that she does not understand what she 
has done tha.t is so bad that the government 
must punish her so, when she has been a con
tributing, upstanding, taxpaying member of 
American society for 18 years. 

A U.S. citizen woman is petitioning for her 
HIV positive husband who is currently resid
ing in Spain. The U.S. consulate in Spain has 
informed them of their right to apply for a 
waiver, but ha.s warned them that there is a 
very high probability that they will deny it. 
Minimally, the couple faces months of sepa
ration waiting for the consulate to adju
dicate the waiver, and they are threatened 
with indefinite separation. When she was in
formed that you have stated that as Presi
dent, you will lift the exclusion of HIV posi
tive immigrants, she cried and said, "I have 
been waiting for someone to tell me that for 
a long time. That's the best piece of news I 
have heard in awhile. At least now I have 
some hope." 

The revision of the immigration exclusion 
list has been endorsed by every major public 
health a.nd medical association in the United 
States. Over a thousand participants of the 
VIII International Conference on AIDS 
(moved from Boston to Amsterdam due to 
the U.S. policy) signed on to a document 
condemning discriminatory HIV immigra
tion policies. All these people and organiza
tions know from experience that mandatory 
testing and HIV immigration restrictions 
deter effective prevention education and 
early intervention efforts and in fact may be 
contributing to the spread of the disease. 

Accordingly, we urge you to ta.ke imme
diate action to end this inhumane restriction 
that has so direly affected the lives of so 
many immigrants and refugees and their 
U.S. citizen and permanent resident family 
members. Simple regulatory action by your 
Administration could implement this long 
overdue policy change. 

Finally, we urge that when your adminis
tration acts on this issue, you speak person
ally and publicly against any mandatory 
HIV testing of immigrants and refugees and 
against any immigration exclusion of per
sons with HIV, here in the United States or 
anywhere around the world. We ask that you 
hold a press conference and include immi
grants and refugees with HIV to talk about 
the devastating impact these discriminatory 
laws have had. The unfortunate example set 
by current U.S. policy has already encour
aged other countries to pass similar counter
productive policies. A clear and forceful 
statement directly from you as President of 
the United States will send an unequivocal 
message to the world community that AIDS 
truly knows no borders and that discrimina
tion against persons with HIV must not be 
tolerated. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
The undersigned 200 organizations: 
18th Street Services. 
ACT-UP San Francisco. 
ACT-UP/OKC. 
ActionAIDS. 
African American Immigration Service, 

Inc. 
AIDS Action Committee of Massachusetts. 
AIDS Action Council. 
AIDS Action-Baltimore. 
AIDS Benefits Counselors. 
AIDS Bulletin Board Services. 
AIDS Center-Strong Memorial Hospital. 
AIDS Council of Northeastern New York. 
AIDS Education & Resource Center/SAHP-

SUNY Stony Brook. 
AIDS Health Care Foundation. 
AIDS in Prison Project of the Correctional 

Association of New York. 
AIDS Interfaith Network of New Jersey. 
AIDS Mental Health Project/Greenwich 

House, Inc. 
AIDS National Interfaith Network. 
AIDS Project of Los Angeles. 
AIDS Project of Contra Costa. 
AIDS Rochester. 
AIDS Service Center Lower Manhattan. 
AIDS Services of Dallas. 
AIDS Task Force-Philadelphia. 
AIDS Treatment Data. Network. 
AIDS Treatment News. 
AIDS Trust of Maryland (ATOM). 
Alameda Health Consortium, Oakland, 

California. 
ALTAMED Health Services Corporation. 
American Association on Mental Retarda

tion. 
American Civil Liberties Union of Illinois. 
American Council for Nationalities Serv

ice. 
American Immigration Lawyers Associa

tion-New York Chapter. 
American Jewish Congress, Northern Pa-

cific Region. 
American Medical Students Association. 
American Psychiatric Association. 
Asian AIDS Project. 
Asian American Health Forum. 
Asian American Recovery Services. 
Asian and Pacific Islander Coalition on 

HIV/AIDS, New York 
Asian Heal th Services. 
Asian Law Alliance. 
Asian Pacific Legal Center of Southern 

California. 

Asian/Pacific AIDS Coalition. 
Association of Asian/Pacific Community 

Health Organizations. 
Association of Maternal and Child Health 

Programs. 
Association of Performing Arts Presenters. 
Bar Association of San Francisco. 
Bay Area Haitian American Council. 
Bay Area Physicians for Human rights. 
Being Alive: People with HIV/AIDS Action 

Coalition. 
Bienestar Latino AIDS Project. 
Big Island AIDS Project. 
Black and White Men Together, Los Ange-

les. 
Black Coalition on AIDS. 
Body Positive. 
Broadway Cares/Equity Fights AIDS. 
Brooklyn Haitian Ralph and Good Shep-

herd. 
Building Service 32B-J Legal Services 

Fund. 
California Association of AIDS Agencies. 
California Council of Churches. 
Caribbean Women's Health Association. 
Catholic Charities Immigration and Refu-

gee Services. 
Catholic Emergency Legal Aid for Hai-

tians-United States Catholic Conference. 
Catholic Migration Office. 
Center for Constitutional Rights. 
Center for Population Options. 
Central American Legal Assistance. 
Central American Refugee Center, Hemp-

stead. 
Central American Refugee Center, Los An-

geles. 
Church Alive Ministries. 
City AIDS Office of Los Angeles. 
Coalition for Humane Immigration Rights 

of Los Angeles. 
Coalition for Immigrant and Refugee 

Rights and Services. 
Colorado AIDS Project. 
Community Consortium. 
Community Health Project. 
Continuum HIV Day Services. 
Contra Costa County AIDS Program. 
Council of Jewish Federations. 
D.C. Care Consortium. 
Dance/USA. 
Early Advocacy and Care for HIV (EACH). 
El Rescate. 
Family Link 
Filipino Task Force on AIDS-Northern 

California. 
Gay and Lesbian Latino AIDS Education 

Initiative. 
Gay Asian Pacific Alliance Community 

HIV Project. 
Gay Men's Health Crisis. 
Gente Latina de Ambiente. 
Haitian Americans United for Progress, 

Cambria Heights. 
Haitian Centers Council 
Harvard AIDS Institute. 
Harvey Milk Progressive Democratic Club. 
Hawaii Governor's Committee on AIDS. 
Health Education Resource Organization 

(HERO). 
Hellenic American Neighborhood Action 

Center (HANAC). 
Help Project/Samaritan Inc. 
Helping People with AIDS, Inc., Rochester, 

New York. 
Hyacinth AIDS Foundation. 
Immigrant Legal Resource Center. 
In God's Love We Deliver. 
Indiana HIV Advocacy Program. 
Indochinese Community Center. 
Institute for Radical Empowerment. 
International Gay and Lesbian Human 

Rights Commission. 
International Institute of Boston. 
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International Institute, Los Angeles. 
International Institute, San Francisco. 
International Ladies Garment Workers 

Union Immigration Project. 
International Rescue Committee. 
Jews for Racial and Economic Justice. 
Kairos Support for Caregivers. 
La Red. 
Latino Lesbian/Gay Organization-LLEGO 

California. 
Law Offices of Anthony, Howison & Landis. 
Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights of the 

San Francisco Bay Area. 
Legal Action Center. 

. Legal Aid Society of San Diego County. 
LIFEbeat, the Music Industry Organiza

tion to Fight AIDS. 
Lyon-Martin Women's Health Services. 
Metropolitan Community Church of New 

York City. 
Mexican American Legal Defense and Edu

cation Fund. 
Mobilization Against AIDS. 
Montefiore Medical Center Substance 

Abuse Treatment Program. 
Mother's Voices. 
Mujeres Project. 
Mujeres Unidas y Activas. 
National Association of Counties. 
National Association of Latin Elected and 

Appointed Officials (NALEO). 
National Association of Protection and Ad-

vocacy Systems. 
National Catholic AIDS Network. 
National Coalition on the Homeless. 
National Community AIDS Partnership. 
National Council for International Health. 
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force. 
National Hemophilia Foundation. 
National Minority AIDS Council. 
National Organization for Women, Inc.-

East End Chapter. 
National Puerto Rican Coalition. 
National Task Force on AIDS Prevention. 
National Urban League. 
National Women's Health Network. 
New Jersey State Nurses Association. 
New Mexico Association of People Living 

with AIDS. . 
New York Association for New Americans. 
New York City Mayor's Office on Immi

grant Affairs. 
New York Immigration Coalition. 
New York Immigration Hotline/Travelers 

Aid Services. 
NO/AIDS Task Force. 
Nobiru-Kai Japanese Newcomers Service. 
North Broward Hospital District AIDS 

Services. 
NOW-NYC. 
Ontrack Incorporated. 
Pennsylvania Governor's Council for Sex

ual Minorities. 
People of Color Against AIDS Network, Se

attle. 
Physicians Association for AIDS Care. 
Polonians Organized to Minister to Our 

Community. 
Presbyterian Church (USA), Washington 

Office. 
Project Inform. 
Provincetown AIDS Support Group. 
Real Alternatives Program, San Francisco. 
Republicans for Individual Freedoms. 
San Francisco AIDS Foundation. 
San Francisco Department of Public 

Health. 
San Francisco Interreligious Coalition on 

AIDS. 
San Francisco Mayor Frank Jordan. 
San Francisco Medical Society. 
San Francisco Suicide Prevention. 
Santa Clara County Network for Immi

grant Rights and Services. 

Sault Tribe Community Health Services. 
SF Department of Public Health Consulta-

tion Education and Information Unit. 
Southern Tier AIDS Program, Inc. 
Southside Community Mission. 
St. Vincent's Hospital, AIDS Center. 
Texas AIDS Network. 
The Ark of Refuge. 
The Center for Women Policy Studies. 
The Committee for Children. 
The Hetrick-Martain Institute. 
The Indiana Community AIDS Action Net

work (ICAAN). 
The LIFE AIDS Lobby. 
The National Education Association's 

Health Information Network. 
The National Hospice Organization. 
The New York State Nurses' Association. 
The Sex Information and Education Coun-

cil of the U.S. (SIECUS). 
Thursday's Child. 
Tri-City Health Services. 
United African Christian Council. 
United Jewish Appeal-Federation of Jewish 

Philantropies of New York. 
United States Conference of Local Health 

Officers. 
United States Conference of Mayors. 
United Way Information and Referral Serv

ices, San Francisco. 
Upper Room AIDS Ministry. 
Visiting Nurse Association of Dade 

County. 

JULY 23, 1991. 
Mr. CHARLES R. MCCANCE, 
Director, Division of Quarantine, Center for 

Prevention Services, Centers for Disease 
Control, Atlanta, GA. 

DEAR MR. MCCANCE: We the undersigned 
represent medical research scientists deeply 
concerned about the interim ruling effective 
June 1, 1991, regarding travelers and immi
grants infected with the human 
immunodeficiency virus [HIV]. This interim 
ruling reinstates HIV infection on the list of 
"communicable diseases of public health sig
nificance," once again making HIV infection 
grounds for exclusion of immigrants and 
travelers to the United States. The interim 
rule reverses, for a 60-day period, the pro
posed regulation published by Health and 
Human Services Secretary Louis Sullivan, 
M.D., in the Federal Register on January 23, 
1991, which would have listed infectious tu
berculosis as the only disease warranting 
such exclusion. We write to endorse Dr. Sul
livan's proposed regulation of January 23, 
and hope to see it made law at the end of 
this 60 day waiting period. 

The proposed regulation of January 23, 
1991, was a sound one, developed at tlle man
date of the Immigration Act of 1990 which 
called for Health and human Services Sec
retary Sullivan to design regulations for the 
exclusion of immigrants and travelers 
"based on current epidemiologic principles 
and medical standards," excluding only 
those aliens with diseases that "constitute a 
public health threat to the United States." 
The January proposed regulation reflected 
what we as scientists and medical profes
sionals know perfectly well : that, unlike a 
person with active tuberculosis, a person 
with HIV cannot infect others through cas
ual contact. HIV is transmitted among 
adults in the United States almost exclu
sively via unprotected sexual intercourse 
and by the sharing of contaminated needles 
among injection drug users. U.S. citizens 
who choose to engage in these behaviors 
place themselves at risk of infection, and the 
continual willingness of our citizens to place 
themselves at such risk is a matter of great 

concern. Attempting to prevent HIV infected 
foreigners from entering or residing in the 
United States, however, does not address 
this concern. Our citizens can only be pro
tected from HIV infection through com
prehensive HIV education. 

By contrast, the interim ruling put into ef
fect on June l, 1991, furthers misconceptions 
about HIV while failing to provide the Amer
ican public with one iota of added protection 
from the virus. The United States has one of 
the highest seroprevalence rates in the 
world. The notion that the threat of HIV 
comes from outside of the United States and 
can be avoided through exclusion of HIV in
fected immigrants and travelers is medically 
and epidemiologically incorrect and is a po
tential threat to the public health. The 
American public must understand that it can 
only protect itself from HIV infection by re
fraining from high risk behaviors. 

While the interim ruling put into effect in 
June has no medical or epidemiologic basis, 
we understand that its tenets have been de
fended according to the question of "public 
charge," the concern that allowing HIV in
fected immigrants to become permanent 
residents of the United States will have a 
significant economic impact. While we are 
not lawyers, we do understand that existing 
immigration law already provides for exclu
sion of anyone who may become a public 
charge. This presumably explains why other 
diseases, such as chronic renal failure, that 
are equally if not more costly, are not by 
themselves grounds for exclusion from this 
country. Given these facts, we believe that a 
specific exclusion for HIV infection is unwar
ranted. We are made further comfortable in 
this belief by the public health consider
ations mentioned above and by the knowl
edge that many of the immigrants in ques
tion have been living, working and paying 
taxes in the United States for many years, 
and indeed often became infected in the 
United States. Thus we feel confident that 
the immigrants in question are not some 
sort of "medical freeloaders." 

An additional area of concern to which we 
would like to draw your attention is that of 
the technical instructions provided by the 
Centers for Disease Control to medical per
sonnel who examine immigrants. It has come 
to our attention that these instructions 
have, as of June, 1991, been made more strin
gent. In addition to assessing an immigrant's 
present health and ability to care for him or 
herself, physicians are now required to give a 
specific assessment of an immigrant's future 
need for health care services. As medical 
professionals, we must point out that such 
judgments must necessarily be subjective 
and inaccurate. Moreover, the fact that such 
unreasonable instructions have been devel
oped at this time leads us to wonder whether 
these instructions may constitute an at
tempt at maintaining the exclusion of HIV 
infected immigrants in spite of all respon
sible arguments to the contrary. Certainly 
such instructions should not be in effect 
when the Public Health Service as a whole 
has yet to decide the exclusion issue. 

The medically unjustified stance this na
tion has taken toward HIV infected immi
grants and travelers in the years since exclu
sion became law has been a source of great 
embarrassment to us in the international 
community. The U.S. policy is out of line 
with the World Health Organization which 
has specifically stated that the screening of 
international travelers cannot prevent the 
spread of HIV. Moreover we, the U.S. profes
sionals confronting the HIV/AIDS pandemic, 
are subject to boycotts from our inter-
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national peers when seeking to hold inter
national HIV/AIDS conferences in the United 
States. 

We are all dedicated to stemming the HIV/ 
AIDS epidemic, and it is out of this dedica
tion that we write to you. We ask that you 
join us in taking a stance on this issue based 
on medical and epidemiologic truth, and not 
on distracting and potentially harmful mis
conceptions. We thank you for your thought
ful consideration of this important inter
national and public health matter. 

Sincerely, 
Lowell S. Young, MD, Director, Kuzell In

stitute for Arthritis and Infectious Disease. 
Gail L. Woods, MD, Assistant Professor, 

Medical College of Pennsylvania. 
Flossie Wong-Staal, PhD, Professor of 

Medicine and Biology, University of Califor
nia at San Diego. 

James Allen Wiley, PhD, Assistant Direc
tor, Survey Research Center, University of 
California. 

David J. Volsky, PhD, Associate Professor 
and Director, Molecular Virology Labora
tory, St. Luke's-Roosevelt Hospital Center. 

Barbara Visscher, MD, DPH, Professor of 
Epidemiology, UCLA School of Public 
Health. 

Gwen Van Servellen, PhD, Associate Pro
fessor and Vice Chair, University of Califor
nia at Los Angeles. 

Wilfred G. Van Gorp, PhD, Assistant Pro
fessor, School of Medicine, University of 
California at Los Angeles. 

Ernest F. Terwillinger, PhD, Instructor, 
Division of Human Retrovirology, Dana
Farber Cancer Institute. 

Lydia Temoshok, PhD, Senior Scientist, 
HIV Research Clinic, Henry M. Jackson 
Foundation. 

Mario Stevenson, PhD, Associate Profes
sor, University of Nebraska Medical Center. 

James L. Sorensen, PhD, Adjunct Profes
sor, University of California at San Fran
cisco. 

Whaijen . Soo, MD, PhD, Senior Director, 
Clinical Virology and AIDS Research, Hoff
man La Roche, Inc. 

Frederick P. Siegal, MD, Section Head, He
matology Research, Long Island Jewish Med
ical Center. 

Ganes C. Sen, PhD, Department of Molecu
lar Biology, The Cleveland Clinic Founda
tion. 

Ola A. Selnes, PhD, Assistant Professor, 
Johns Hopkins University School of Medi
cine. 

Frederick P. Siegal, MD, Professor of Med
icine, Albert Einstein College of Medicine. 

Susan C.M. Scrimshaw, PhD, Professor of 
Community Health Sciences, UCLA School 
of Public Heal th. 

Helen Scheitinger, MA, RN, 1623 Kennedy 
Place, NW., Washington, DC. 20011. 

Robert Turner Schooley, MD, Professor of 
Medicine, University of Colorado. 

Frederick A. Schimtt, PhD, Director, 
Neuropsychology Service, University of Ken
tucky. 

Alfred Joseph Saah, MD, Director, Infec
tious Disease Program, Johns Hopkins 
School of Hygiene and Public Health. 

Craig A. Rosen, PhD, Chair, Scientific Ad
visory Committee, American Foundation for 
AIDS Research, Associate Member, Roche 
Institute of Molecular Biology. 

Jack S. Remington, MD, Professor of Medi
cine, Stanford University School of Medi
cine. 

Lee Ratner, MD, PhD, Assistant Professor, 
Washington University School of Medicine. 

David T. Purtilo, MD, Professor and Chair, 
University of Nebraska Medical Center. 

Alfred Meyer Prince, MD, Senior Inves
tigator, Department of Virology, The Lind
say F. Kimball Research Institute. 

William G. Powderly, MD, MRCPI, Assist
ant Professor, Washington University De
partment of Medicine. 

Stephan R. Petteway, Director, Depart
ment of Anti-infectives, SmithKline Bee
cham. 

Sidney Pestka, MD, Chairman and Profes
sor, Robert Wood Johnson Medical School. 

Thomas J. Palker, PhD, Associate Re
search Professor, Duke University Medical 
School. 

Jay A. Nelson, PhD, Associate Member, 
Department of Immunology, Scripps Clinic 
and Research Foundation. 

Nancy Elsa Mueller, ScD, Associate Profes
sor, Harvard University School of Public 
Health. 

Donna Mildvan, MD, Chief, Infectious Dis
ease, Beth Israel Medical Center. 

Craig E. Metroka, MD, PhD, Assistant Pro
fessor of Medicine, St. Luke's-Roosevelt Hos
pital Center. 

Michael S. McGrath, MD, PhD, Assistant 
Professor, University of California at San 
Francisco. 

Justin C. McArthur, MBBS, MPH, Assist
ant Professor, Johns Hopkins University 
School of Medicine. 

Kenneth Hugh Mayer, MD, Director, Brown 
University AIDS Program. 

Thomas James Matthews, PhD, Associate 
Professor, Duke University Medical Center. 

Cliff Morrison, MS, MN, RN, Deputy Direc
tor, AIDS Health Service Program, Univer
sity of California at San Francisco. 

Philip I. Marcus, PhD, Professor of Molecu
lar and Cell Biology, University of Connecti
cut. 

H. Kim Lyerly, MD, Assistant Professor, 
Duke University Medical School. 

Donald B. Louria, MD, Chairman and Pro
fessor, University of Medicine and Dentistry, 
New Jersey. 

Norman Lee Letvin, MD, Associate Profes
sor of Medicine, New England Regional Pri
mate Research Center. 

Tun-Hou Lee, DSc, Assistant Professor, 
Harvard School of Public Health. 

Jefferey Laurence, MD, Associate Profes
sor of Medicine, Cornell University of Medi
cal College. 

Michael Lange, MD, Assistant Chief, Divi
sion of Infectious Disease and Epidemiology, 
St. Luke's-Roosevelt Hospital Center. 

Jay A. Levy, MD, Professor of Medicine, 
University of California at San Francisco. 

Stephen W. Lagakos, PhD, Professor, De
partment of Biostatistics, Harvard Univer
sity School of Public Health. 

Mathilde Krim, PhD, Founding Co-Chair, 
American Foundation for AIDS Research, 
Adjunct Professor of Public Health, Colum
bia University. 

David E. Kanouse, PhD, Senior Social Sci
entist, The Rand Corporation. 

William L. Holzemer, PhD, RN, Professor, 
School of Nursing, University of California 
at San Francisco. 

David Ho, MD, Director, Aaron Diamond 
AIDS Research Center. 

Jeffery Harris, MD, PhD, Professor, De
partment of Economics, Massachusetts Insti
tute of Technology. 

Sandra Rae Hernandez, MD, Director, 
AIDS Office, San Francisco Department of 
Health. 

Robert K. Heaton, PhD, Professor of Psy
chiatry, University of California at San 
Diego. 

William Haseltine, PhD, Chief, Laboratory 
of Biomedical Pharmacology, Dana-Farber 
Cancer Institute. 

Jerome E. Groopman, MD, Chief, Division 
of Hematology/Oncology, New England Dea
coness Hospital. 

Stephan P. Goff, PhD, Professor, Columbia 
University College of Physicians and Sur
geons. 

Michael H. Grieco, MD, JD, Chief, Division 
of Allergy and Clinical Immunology, St. 
Luke's-Roosevelt Hospital Center. 

Jonathan W.M. Gold, MD, Director, De
partment of Medicine, Bronx Lebanon Hos
pital. 

Jacquelyn Flaskerud, PhD, Professor, 
School of Nursing, University of California 
at Los Angeles. 

Harvey V. Fineberg, MD, PhD, Chair, Pub
lic Policy Committee, American Foundation 
for AIDS Research, Dean, Harvard School of 
Public Health. 

Michael P. Eriksen, ScD, Anderson Cancer 
Center, University of Texas. 

Gordon R. Dreesman, Scientific Director, 
Department of Virology and Immunology, 
Biotech Resources, Inc. 

Ronald C. Desrosiers, PhD, Associate Pro
fessor, Harvard Medical School. 

Don C. Des Jarlais, Deputy Director for 
AIDS Research, Narcotic and Drug Research, 
Inc. 

John Delos DeLamater, PhD, Professor of 
Sociology, University of Wisconsin. 

Victor Gerard DeGruttola, DSc, Assistant 
Professor, Harvard University School of Pub
lic Health. 

Deborah Jean Cotton, MD, MPH, Clinical 
Director for AIDS, Harvard University 
School of Public Health. 

David R. Cornblath, MD, Associate Profes
sor, Johns Hopkins University School of 
Medicine. 

Clarence Budd Colby, PhD, 15 Tullamore 
Place, Alameda, CA 94501. 

Paul C. Cleary, PhD, Associate Professor, 
Harvard Medical School. 

Richard Christie, PhD, Professor of Social 
Psychology, Columbia University. 

Marcel Baluda, PhD, Professor, School of 
Medicine, University of California at Los An
geles. 

John Francis Bunker, ScD, MRS, Director, 
Special Health Initiatives, The Wyatt Group. 

Stephan L. Buckingham, MSSW, Director 
· of Psychosocial Services, Pacific Oaks Medi

cal Group. 
Dani P. Bolognesi, PhD, James B. Duke 

Professor, Duke University Medical Center. 
Corrado Baglioni, MD, Professor, State 

University of New York at Albany. 
Peter S. Arno, PhD, Associate Professor of 

Health Economics, Albert Einstein College 
of Medicine. 

Donald Armstrong, MD, Chief, Infectious 
Disease Services, Memorial Sloan-Kettering 
Cancer Center. 

Warren A. Andiman, MD, Associate Profes
sor of Pediatrics and Epidemiology, Yale 
University School of Medicine. 

Jonathan Allan, DVM, Assistant Scientist, 
Southwest Foundation of Biomedical Re
search. 

Arthur J. Ammann, MD, Chair, Science 
Policy Committee, American Foundation for 
AIDS Research, Director of Collaborative 
Research, Genentech, Inc. 

Donald Abrams, MD, Associate Professor 
of Clinical Medicine, University of California 
at San Francisco. 

(Mr. ROCKEFELLER assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. What we ought to be 
focused on, Mr. President, and some
thing that has been included in our 
amendment, is the burdens, if any, on 
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the health care system and on local 
communities, and admitting immi
grants with serious medical conditions. 
It is a legitimate issue, and a question 
we ought to explore. And the Attorney 
General should certainly review cur
rent law and report back to us within 
90 days. I personally believe that our 
laws are adequate to deal with these is
sues. We will seek more information, 
and Senators will have an opportunity 
to ultimately take whatever action 
they want to take should the adminis
tration move forward with regulatory 
action. They will have their chance. 

The 90-day period we allow for in our 
amendment is a result of an inquiry 
with the Secretary of lffiS as to how 
long it would take to complete this 
particular study. We are told that the 
90-day period will suffice. 

But I do not understand why we 
would want to take action that flies in 
the face of the best scientific informa
tion, as a means of responding to cost 
concerns. Some say, let us just take ac
tion. Let us just legislate HIV onto the 
exclusion list this afternoon. Let us try 
to get a hit in on the President of the 
United States this afternoon. Let us do 
it before prime time, so we can make 
the most of it. Let us do that so that 
when Members are coming out of the 
Chamber and the President is focusing 
on changing the direction of this coun
try in terms of our economy, the re
porters will say: Oh, yes; and how did 
you vote on the AIDS infected aliens? 
Politics as usual, on an issue that is as 
important to families, whether they 
know someone infected or affected by 
HIV, whether they are just concerned 
about their fellow human beings, or 
whether they are concerned about peo
ple whose skin may be a different 
color. They are rotting away down 
there-on an American base. 

Hopefully, Mr. President, we will 
have support for the amendment which 
I have offered on behalf of myself and 
Senator MITCHELL, and against the 
Nickles amendment, and have an op
portunity to responsibly address this 
issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, in re
sponse to my friend and colleague, Sen
ator KENNEDY, I resent almost the un
dertone that this is a racist amend
ment, because it is not. My colleague 
mentioned the fact that there are 215 
Haitians that are HIV positive waiting 
to come into this country, and how this 
amendment would prohibit that. 

This amendment is written because 
we want to protect the health of Amer
icans. This amendment is written be
cause we want to protect the tax
payers. It was not written to discrimi
nate against any race. It was written 
to protect heal th. 

We now have laws on the books that 
prohibit bringing even fruit into this 
country because it might have a virus 

or it might have a bug or it might have 
some kind of disease that might impact 
negatively the health of Americans. 
But we know that HIV is a deadly dis
ease, and we know that if people con
tinue their behavioral patterns of mul
tiple sexual partners or exchanging 
needles, that it will kill more people. 

So this is not a racist amendment, 
and I really resent the tone that was 
implied. 

This is an amendment that says we 
are really concerned about this disease 
that already has infected a million 
Americans. A million Americans are 
going to die as a result of this disease. 
The CDC estimated in 1991-or they 
have confirmation of 31,000 deaths in 
1991, and estimate 45,000 deaths in 1991, 
and almost 50,000 deaths in 1992. And 
that figure is only rising. 

I might tell my colleague, if he wants 
to talk a little bit about health, the 
virus strain in our country is primarily 
HIV 1. It is not HIV 2, which has most
ly been detected in other countries. It 
has spread primarily through the het
erosexual community. And if it is in
troduced to this country, we are going 
to have an outbreak of AIDS that we 
have not seen yet. It is going to spread 
through this country and is going to 
kill countless thousands of Americans. 

Now, my colleague from Massachu
setts says: Wait a minute; why do we 
not do this for cancer? Why do we not 
do it for heart disease? Because these 
are not communicable diseases. I had 
cancer, but I do not think by having 
communications or relations with 
someone else, that heart disease and 
cancer can be communicated or trans
ferred. It cannot. But AIDS can. And 
again, AIDS is deadly. 

So when my colleague is saying: 
Well, we are less than compassionate 
because we are telling people from 
Haiti or other countries we do not want 
them to come into our country because 
they are HIV positive, it is not because 
of a lack of compassion. It is because 
we are trying to protect our country 
for the same reason we say we do not 
want to have other viruses come into 
our country, the same reason why we 
have food inspectors on our borders, 
the same reason why we really do try 
to protect the American people. That is 
why we invest so much at NIH. That is 
the reason we spend so much, on Med
icaid. 

It is not because we are not compas
sionate. We are compassionate. I do not 
think it is compassionate to open up a 
sign_ that says: Yes; come into the 
United States even if you have a con
tagious, infectious disease that can be 
transmitted throughout our popu
lation. I do not think it is compas
sionate to say: Come to America and 
Uncle Sam is going to take care of 
your medical expenses. I do not think 
that is compassionate to be putting 
that kind of burden on taxpayers in the 
future. I do not think that it is com-

passionate, allowing AIDS to continue 
to spread and kill more Americans. I do 
not see anything compassionate what
soever about that. 

I would have never even thought 
about skin color until the Senator 
from Massachusetts made that state
ment. I had in my statement, in my 
facts, that there are 215 Haitian refu
gees that are HIV positive that are 
waiting to come into this country. 
They are refugees when they come into 
this country. They are automatically 
eligible for Medicaid. I do not know if 
my colleagues know that, but refugees, 
when they come in and seek asylum in 
the United States, are automatically 
eligible for welfare packages including 
Medicaid. I did not realize that until 
recently. 

I am just saying I am concerned 
about the cost. That is 215 people. I 
have heard reports that in Haiti alone, 
the HIV population may range as much 
as 11 percent, and that is a tragedy. 
And I know President Clinton was 
originally talking about allowing a lot 
more Haitians to come into the United 
States. I did not realize that that sig
nificant a percentage of their popu
lation might be HIV positive. But that 
could really spread the disease 
throughout the United States. I do not 
think it would be very prudent on our 
part if we allow that to happen. 

Again, I mentioned HIV 2 is not real
ly prevalent in this country. HIV 2 is 
prevalent in many other countries, 
maybe in countries where people have 
a different color skin. I have not paid 
that much attention to skin color. But 
I am concerned about it being trans
mitted throughout the heterosexual 
community, and the lives that it may 
cost our country, and the dollars it will 
put on an already overburdened health 
care system. 

I make mention to my friend and col
league from Massachusetts that I hope 
when we debate this-and we obviously 
have a difference of opinion on this 
issue. But the reason why we talked 
about this disease is because it is a 
communicable disease; it can be 
spread. It is spread by having multiple 
sexual partners, and it is spread 
through IV, or intravenous, use of 
drugs. That is in 90-some percent of the 
cases who are HIV positive or have the 
AIDS virus. 

I wish people did not have this dread
ful disease. I wish we could stop this 
dreadful disease. I hope that we will 
find a cure for this dreadful disease. 

But I think it would be a serious mis
take for us to be saying: "No, people 
can come." 

We have now 700,000 immigrants com
ing into the country every year. We 
now have restrictions. The Senator 
from Massachusetts said, well, it was 
400 one year and 600 the next year. We 
change that policy and that number is 
going to explode. I do not know how 
many more it will be, but there are a 
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lot of people that would much rather 
be in the United States than some 
other country for their health care. 

So that number will grow and will 
grow significantly and it will cost lives 
in this country and it will cost millions 
and millions of dollars. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 

to thank our colleague from Oklahoma 
for offering his amendment. 

His amendment is a pretty simple 
amendment. It simply says that exist
ing policy concerning the prohibition 
on immigrants coming into this coun
try who are infected with the AIDS 
virus will be a matter of statute. And if 
after study and deliberation the Presi
dent decides to stay with his policy of 
changing that existing policy, he would 
have to offer a proposal to Congress, it 
would have to be debated, and it would 
then have to be enacted intp law. 

What the Senator from Massachu
setts proposes is that we just have a 
moratorium, when the President has 
afready announced the policy. And 
when the period of study has passed, 
the President can then act unilater
ally, unless we can override the Presi
dent and override his veto. 

So, basically, the debate here is 
about whether or not the burden of 
proof ought to be on the President if he 
wants to lift the ban on AIDS-infected 
immigrants. 

Now, what I would like to do is look 
at this from the point of view of the 
public's interest, and I would like to 
begin with the immigration policy of 
this country. 

We have an immigration policy
thanks, in part, to the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts, because I 
voted for that immigration bill-that 
seeks to set a policy to allow legal im
migration based on who can help Amer
ica. 

In fact, on the bill cosponsored by 
our dear colleague from Massachu
setts-a bill that is one of the most en
lightened policies in terms of immigra
tion to be adopted in the history of the 
country-we decided that with 7 .2 mil
lion people waiting to come to Amer
ica, knowing that they cannot all come 
here, that what we ought to set out a 
policy to determine that who is coming 
is in the interest of the people that are 
already here. 

So we now have as the law of the 
land a policy that says if people have 
skills or education or talent that we as 
a Nation deem to be of great value, we 
give them preference in coming into 
the country. That is the policy under 
which we operate, recognizing, that 
until we can take the American dream 
to the world, they cannot all come here 
to find it. 

So, we set out with an immigration 
policy to improve our country and to 
bring people here who can work, who 

can contribute, and who can make us 
richer, freer, and happier. 

Now the President comes along and 
says, let us change that policy and let 
us allow immigrants to come into the 
country who are infected with the 
AIDS virus. 

Mr. President, the problem is that as 
compassionate as it may be to say, 
"Well, let them come in," we are look
ing at medical expenses of up to 
$100,000 per person. 

We have 37 million people who are 
not covered by health insurance. We 
have Americans now who cannot afford 
to get health care in their own coun
try. What kind of logic is it that we 
should be bringing people who are sick 
from other countries into our country 
to pay their medical bills when we can
not pay the medical bills of our own 
people? 

I believe in compassion, but I believe 
two points are important: First, com
passion is what you do with your 
money, not what you do with the tax
payers' money; and second, compassion 
ought to begin at home. 

Mr. President, the reason we have of
fered this amendment is because we do 
not think it makes sense that when 
there are exploding medical costs in 
America, and when there are 37 million 
people who have uncovered expenses 
and who do not have health insurance 
of any form, to be bringing people in 
that we know are going to have full
blown AIDS, and their expenses are 
going to run $100,000 each, and most of 
them are going to become wards of the 
State, and we are going to end up pay-

. ing those bills, I do not think that is a 
rational policy. 

And the reason we offered the amend
ment is not that Bill Clinton is a Dem
ocrat, whereas George Bush was a Re
publican. If President Bush had sought 
to change this policy, we would have 
still offered this amendment, because 
it would have been a policy that was a 
mistake, a policy that was expensive, 
and a policy that denied Americans 
benefits that they do not now have to 
provide benefits to people from other 
countries. 

So our basic position is this: If you 
want the President to have the ability 
to allow AIDS-infected immigrants to 
come into the country and impose a 
$100,000 per person cost on the Amer
ican taxpayer, then you want to vote 
against this amendment and you want 
to vote for the amendment of the dis
tinguished Senator from Massachu
setts. 

If, on the other hand, you believe 
that the President, having instituted 
this policy, probably should not be 
trusted to act unilaterally and, as 
stewards of the people who elected us, 
that we ought to require in statute 
that the current policy will be in place 
until it is changed by law, then we are 
going to want to vote against the 
amendment of the distinguished Sen-

ator from Massachusetts and we are 
going to vote for the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma. 

I have no doubt in my mind that the 
American people are in no way con
fused on this issue. I believe the Amer
ican people, in overwhelming numbers, 
support the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from Oklahoma. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for that 
amendment, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU

TENBERG). The Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, with 
all respect to my friend and colleague 
from Texas, we have 700,000 legitimate 
immigrants; 550,000 of those are family 
members, the other 150,000 are nonfam
ily members. Three-quarters of those 
are already here in the United States; 
three-quarters of them. 

We have 300,000 people a year that are 
pouring across that border down across 
Texas and by boat to other parts of the 
country. Many of them are endanger
ing the American population. They are 
a much greater and more legitimate 
issue than thinking we have really 
done something in the U.S. Senate by 
legislating a restriction on the basis of 
HIV status. 

I mean, we can all, no matter how 
this comes out, go back and beat our 
chests that we have really done some
thing to protect the American people 
from HIV. It is simply not so. Many of 
these immigrants are already living 
here. Most of them probably contracted 
the AIDS virus while in the United 
States . 

I mean, this is wonderful. Now that 
they have contracted the virus we de
cide to deport them. What do you think 
they are going to do? They are going to 
go underground. They are not going to 
go for treatment or care. They are 
going underground, not coming forward 
for counseling and education, and are 
therefore putting a greater risk to the 
American population. 

I mean, let us get serious about this. 
This idea that all of a sudden people 
are going to pour through our door 
that have HIV. That is just not the 
case. At least, if we are going to talk 
about immigration because the basis of 
immigration is reunification of fami
lies-that is 80 percent of it-and the 
others are special skills; 75 percent are 
already in this country. Of the immi
grants we have tested, less than 1 per
cent have tested positive. 

So while you may say you are doing 
something to protect the public health, 
you are driving people underground. By 
not dealing with this issue in the way 
the public health community believes 
it should be dealt with, through edu
cation, knowledge, and awareness, we 
are endangering the lives of Americans. 
That is what we may do here today if 
we are not careful. 

As any person, seriously involved in 
public heal th, and they will say, that 



2862 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 17, 1993 
once you make it clear that seeking 
help will lead to discrimination-you 
drive this whole disease underground, 
and put people with HIV and the Amer
ican public at large, at far greater risk. 

And we have talked about the finan
cial aspects of this earlier, in terms of 
existing law. And the Attorney General 
said if an individual is going to be a 
ward on the State, they are not coming 
in. They are not permitted to do so 
now. 

So, Mr. President, I would hope that 
on the basic issue of the cost, and At
torney General's authority, we are 
going to get more information, we are 
going to direct a study, we are going to 
make that available and then, if the 
administration makes regulatory 
changes that some in this body do not 
approve of, they can always take ac
tion then. 

But, ' Mr. President, listening to my 
friend talk about the burden of proof, 
the statute says that determinations 
will be decided by HHS and by the At
torney General. 

That is what the statute says. But 
their amendment says we are going to 
change the statute, and turn back the 
clock on the Immigration Act of 1990. 

What we are saying is let us get the 
information which should be available 
to the Members prior to taking such 
action. That is what we want to do. 
Then, if the Senate wants to take ac
tion, it will do it but it will be on the 
basis of information and intelligence 
and not ideology. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me 
adjust my hearing aid. It could not ac
commodate the decibels of the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Let us get straight about what the 
situat ion is here today. From the mo
ment the Senate convened this morn
ing, aside from some morning business, 
there have been two amendments-one 
of them was withdrawn-and the other 
one was never offered and instead it be
came a colloquy between two or three 
Senators. 

Let us examine parliamentarily what 
is afoot here. 

The determination was made earlier 
that there would be no vote on this 
issue today. So just like in basketball, 
before they put in the time clock, the 
other side has run out the clock. A pro
posal was made that we would begin 
debate about 2 or 2:15 and I said that 
will be fine with me if we debate 4 
hours, just so we begin voting at 5:30. 

One Senator had to go down to the 
White House. Another Senator had to 
do something else. But the effort to 
prevent a vote on this issue has 
worked. Furthermore, for the edifi
cation of anybody who is not totally 
familiar with the Senate rules, the ma
jority party controls which Senator 
will be recognized. That has everything 
to do with who is enabled to put a sec-

and-degree amendment on a first-de
gree amendment there by ensuring an 
up or down vote. No Republican is al
lowed to preside over the U.S. Senate. 
So the issue to recognition rests solely 
with one party, the party that does not 
want this issue to be voted on at all, 
and certainly not this day. 

I have deferred to my colleagues on 
this side. Maybe it is a little bit of Tom 
Sawyer in me. I like to see the younger 
fellows paint the fence, and they are 
doing a great job of it, and I am grate
ful to them. ·But I have been the pro
genitor and father figure on this 
amendment for about 7 years. 

By the way, Mr. President, at this 
point will the clerk give you a list of 
the cosponsors of the Nickles amend
ment? 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield 
just for a moment? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, sir. 
. Mr. NICKLES. Before you do that, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
ROTH and Senator MURKOWSKI be added 
as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I would like at this 
point in the RECORD to have the list of 
Senators read into the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The clerk is compiling the list. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair informs the distinguished Sen
ator from North Carolina that the 
clerks would not have the list here at 
the table. It was sent down to the re
cording clerk as soon as they have it. 
However, it is in the RECORD. 

Mr. HELMS. Suppose I proceed and if 
the Chair will wave to me, we will put 
it in the RECORD at that point. 

I thank the Chair for his courtesy. 
What Senator NICKLES and all of his 

fellow cosponsors seek to do, is to put 
Senators on record once again as to 
whether they believe that AIDS car
riers should be allowed unchallenged 
entry into this country and unlimited 
access to our already overburdened 
health care system. This amendment, 
that is to say the underlying amend
ment--returns AIDS to the list of dis
eases for which an alien may be ex
cluded from entry into America. 

Mr. President, I had reached the con
clusion that every possible concession 
had already been made to the AIDS 
lobby and to the homosexual rights 
movement which feeds it. But the Clin
ton administration's kowtowing to this 
arrogant and repugnant political group 
is beyond belief. 

As we know, the President is cur
rently waging war on the Armed 
Forces. He is pushing ahead with plans 
to reshape the military to make it sat
isfactory to the organization known as 
ACT UP and another organization 
known as Queer Nation. Yet that is not 
enough for -the activists who poured 

millions of dollars into Mr. Clinton's 
campaign. 

Incredibly, the President is now in 
the process of throwing open this Na
tion's doors to AIDS-infected immi
grants from around the world. 

Who can blame those Americans who 
feel that this President, after breaking 
promise after promise, has made clear 
that about the only citizens who need 
show up to collect their campaign 
IOU's are the radicals in the organized 
homosexual movement. 

The public health agenda of America 
has been torn apart by an AIDS lobby 
which promotes special rights rather 
than public safety. Everyday some Sen
ator gets on this floor and cries that we 
are in an AIDS emergency, that AIDS 
is everywhere, and that this disease 
will bankrupt our hospitals. If we are 
in the middle of such a national health 
emergency, why would anyone want to 
throw open the floodgates to immi
grants who will overwhelm a health 
system that supposedly is on the verge 
of collapsing? 

This is the kind of thing that I dis
cussed back in 1987 when I offered the 
first legislation to close the doors on 
unregulated immigration. 

I have in hand the Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac, which says, "In 
1987 Senator JESSE HELMS persuaded 
Congress to take the unusual step of 
adding the AIDS virus-by law-to a 
list of 'dangerous contagious diseases' 
that were grounds for exclusion from 
the United States." 

Then the article quotes me as saying, 
"Other countries are trying to stop the 
import of the AIDS virus. They do not 
want it to come into their country, and 
neither should we." 

But, "with barely a murmur of dis
sent, the Senate adopted his amend
ment 96 to O and the House accepted 
the provision as part of a 1987 supple
mental appropriations bill, Public Law 
100-71"-and so forth. 

Then an interesting thing happened. 
There was a bit of collusion with a Sen
ator on this side of the aisle and the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts. 

On the last night of the Senate ses
sion in 1990, what do you know? With
out any consultation nor any warning, 
a little provision was slipped in that 
rendered nugatory the 1987 Helms 
amendment. I will not go into all that 
happened, but fortunately, the Sec
retary of Heal th and Human Services 
decided not to take advantage or to 
utilize that little legislative switch 
that occurred about midnight that 
night. 

These AIDS activists are not satis
fied with receiving merely fair treat
ment. They are constantly demanding 
special legal privileges and priority 
funding for their own specific pro
grams. AIDS already consumes about 
38 percent of every Federal dollar spent 
on treatment, education and research 
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and it receives an exemption from es
tablished public health measures de
signed to combat all other sexually 
transmitted diseases. 

As I said earlier, the history of this 
amendment dates back to June 2, 1987, 
when the Senate voted 96 to 0 to pro
tect the health of the American people, 
and that is what this is all about. Sen
ator LoTl' is right. Senator NICKLES is 
right. We are trying to protect the 
health of the American people and also 
prevent another raid on the U.S. Treas
ury. 

In 1987, the Senate unanimously ap
proved this AIDS immigration amend
ment because it was and is good public 
health policy. I recall that I offered the 
amendment on the recommendation of 
the then U.S. Surgeon General C. Ever
ett Koop. I agreed with General Koop 
then, as did every other Senator, lib
erals and conservatives, Republicans 
and Democrats, that the public health 
would be at risk if immigrants with 
AIDS continued to flow into the United 
States. 

The Bush administration, I am sad to 
say, and the Congress later attempted 
to appease AIDS activists in 1990 by 
creating a special immigration waiver. 
Under this waiver, people may enter 
the United States to attend medical 
conferences, receive medical treat
ment, or visit family members. How
ever, the infected individuals must an
swer questions about their medical 
condition, including whether they are 
infected with HIV. But even that didn't 
satisfy the activists. They claimed that 
America is stigmatizing homosexuals. I 
would submit, Mr. President, that they 
are stigmatizing themselves. They 
claim that everyone should be allowed 
into this country without disclosing 
his or her medical condition. I dis
agree. They pressured the Congress to 
give the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services the discretion to take 
AIDS off the list of excludable diseases. 
Congress caved in, but fortunately the 
Justice Department refused to give in 
to these activists and prevented the 
HHS Secretary from removing AIDS 
from the list of excludable diseases. 

Let us get down to brass tacks, and I 
will wind up. The delegates of the 
American Medical Association support 
the original Helms amendment and, of 
course, the Nickles amendment today. 
I read recently, in fact, certain offi
cials of the American Medical Associa
tion support the Clinton administra
tion's proposal to lift the ban on AIDS 
carriers, but to put the record straight, 
it should be made clear that the policy 
of the AMA's governing body is clearly 
stated in a resolution of 1990, which has 
not been altered. 

Let me read it: 
Immigrants have historically undergone a 

health assessment before entering into the 
citizenship process. To exclude IllV infection 
from the health assessment of those seeking 
United States citizenship would be a change 
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in longstanding U.S . policy and difficult to 
justify on medical, scientific or economic 
grounds. 

The delegates of the American Medi
cal Association agree the amendment 
of 1987, offered by this Senator, is 
sound policy and it has been working. 

Dr. Roy Schwarz, head of the AMA 
task force, denounced the proposed 
change in immigration policy. Last 
week, Dr. Schwarz said that the Clin
ton administration policy-and let us 
use his words-"doesn't make any 
sense * * * we simply cannot afford 
this policy, we don't need anymore 
AIDS patients, there isn't enough 
money ·to care for U.S. AIDS patients 
and they're," meaning the Clinton ad
ministration, "talking about capping 
rising health care costs." 

The distinguished Republican leader, 
BOB DOLE, in a February 10 letter to 
the Secretary of HHS went Dr. Schwarz 
a step further. Senator DOLE wrote: 

I fail to see how bringing more people in
fected with AIDS into America will in any 
way contribute to the health and safety of 
the American public. It seems to me we have 
more than enough health care problems 
without adding to the crisis. The 300,000 ex
perts at the American Medical Association 
also oppose changing this policy. 

And then Senator DOLE added: 
In addition, it appears that the current 

policy provision allowing infected aliens 
waivers for short-term visits for humani
tarian purposes is reasonable and adequate. 

Senator DOLE concluded: 
Unless you believe we have the AIDS crisis 

under control, I would advise you to resist 
this potentially explosive policy change* * * 
an executive order overturning current pol
icy would likely precipitate congressional 
action to safeguard the financial and phys
ical health of the American taxpayer. 

And as usual, BOB DOLE is right on 
target. 

Mr. President, AIDS activists dis
ingenuously argue that allowing in
fected people into the country will not 
cost us anything: If you believe that, 
there is a little piece of land down in 
eastern North Carolina under water 
that I want to sell to you. 

As has been mentioned, there are 
currently about 300 Haitians with AIDS 
sitting at Guantanamo Bay right this 
minute. They are waiting for President 
Clinton to keep his promise to open up 
the doors to Haitian immigration. I've 
heard that the Immigration Service es
timates that if Mr. Clinton gets his 
wish, we could receive more than 
100,000 immigrants from that country. 

How many AIDS carriers are we talk
ing about? Nobody knows for sure, but 
the World Health Organization says 
that almost 15 percent of the Haitian 
population-15 percent-has AIDS. Are 
we looking at the prospects of letting 
thousands into America with this dis
ease? 

Before I conclude, I think I should 
mention one other issue created by the 
potential admission of Haitians with 
AIDS. The Haitians at the naval base 

in Cuba would have been admitted to 
the count ry long ago but for the origi
nal 1987 amendment offered by the Sen
ator and enacted unanimously by Sen
ators present. 

You see they are not applying for im
migration through normal channels. 
This administration obviously consid
ers Haitians to be political refugees. 
But under the law anyone granted refu
gee status is automatically given wel
fare, and as DON NICKLES, PIDL GRAMM, 
and others have already said, that in
cludes Medicaid and AFDC and other 
support funds on down the line. 

Now, estimates for the average cost 
of caring for an AIDS patient range 
from $102,000, according to HHS, to 
$200,000, according to a study done for 
the Department of Defense. And if we 
allow the 300 or so AIDS-infected refu
gees at Guantanamo entry we are look
ing at a potential cost to the taxpayers 
of $20 million in medical bills alone, 
and that is just the tip of the iceberg. 
That is what PIDL GRAMM was talking 
about, that is what DON NICKLES was 
talking about, and that is what I am 
talking about. If we open the doors to 
thousands in Haiti infected with the 
virus, the American taxpayers are 
surely to be stuck with billions in med
ical costs. 

Now, let us talk about the original 
Helms amendment which in effect is 
still operative. It is screening between 
500 to 1,000 people a year who would 
otherwise have entered the country 
with AIDS. Some of those stopped had 
the HIV 2 virus, which is not yet found 
in this country. 

So, Mr. President, the Senate has a 
decision to make. There may be some 
parliamentary agreements. But one 
way or another, the American people 
are entitled to know how their respec
tive Senators stand on this issue. And 
as far as I am concerned, that is the 
purpose of bringing it up. The existing 
immigration law works for the good of 
all of the American people, and it must 
not be treated like a special-interest 
football to be kicked around at the 
whim and caprice of any militant 
group and its apologists on either end 
of Pennsylvania Avenue. I intend to do 
everything I can to see that the AIDS 
immigration prohibition remains in 
place, and I truly hope that the Senate 
will approve the Nickles-Dole-Helms 
amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator will 

yield for a question. 
Mr. HELMS. Surely. 
Mr. NICKLES. One, I wish to com

pliment Senator HELMS because, as he 
mentioned in his statement-and it 
was an excellent statement-in 1987 we 
passed an amendment that prohibited 
people from emigrating to the United 
States who were HIV positive and that 
was the law of the land actually for , I 



2864 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 17, 1993 
think, about 21h years. As a result of 
that amendment, he saved some Amer
ican lives and he saved a lot of tax dol
lars, and I thank the Senator for that. 
I also thank the Senator for his state
ment as well. 

I guess my question would be to the 
Senator, with this issue that some peo
ple have alleged is discriminatory or 
anything else, it is the Senator's opin
ion that the reason we bring this issue 
to the floor today is not because we 
initiated anything, but it was brought 
to the floor because President Clinton 
has announced that he wants to change 
existing policy, and that, in the Sen
ator's opinion, will cost lives and cost 
the taxpayers a lot of dollars? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is unques
tionably correct, and I thank him for 
his kind words and his efforts to put 
teeth back into the legislation this 
Senator offered in 1987. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from California is recognized. 
Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair, and 

I rise in support of the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Massachu
setts, Senator KENNEDY, to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

The current debate over the issue of 
HIV disease and immigration makes 
clear to me the wisdom of the Congress 
when it enacted the Immigration Act 
of 1990. In that act, Congress acted 
wisely. It chose to make the decisions 
regarding immigration not based on 
what politicians think but put them 
where they rightfully belong, in the 
able hands of our public health offi
cials. 

Mr. President, that is really the key 
point here. This debate reveals once 
again how easily this issue becomes 
distorted by politics. AIDS is an ill
ness, Mr. President, and we must not 
allow it to become yet another politi
cal football to divide this country. 

Now, I was not elected to be a physi
cian, and I do not think that my good 
colleague from Oklahoma was sent 
here because he is a physician, or my 
colleague from North Carolina was not 
sent here to be a physician. We were all 
sent here, Mr. President, to be Sen
ators and, of course, in that respon
sibility to look out for the health and 
the safety and the welfare of all our 
people. 

Now, how do you do that as a Senator 
of the United States of America? Mr. 
President, in order for me to do that 
for the people of the largest State of 
the Union, California, I must rely not 
on politicians but on public health offi
cials. We do not want to rely on politi
cians when we deal with 'health issues 
because they just might try to make 
political points based on fear and divi
sion in the politics of hate. We cannot 
allow that. 

The first national public health offi
cial to speak against the policy offered 

by the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma was Dr. Louis Sullivan, and 
I think it is very important, Mr. Presi
dent, to point out to my friend from 
Oklahoma that Dr. Sullivan was ap
pointed by a Republican President. 
Now we have a new head of HHS, 
Donna Shalala, appointed by a Demo
cratic President, and she proposes, Mr. 
President, an approach nearly iden
tical-as a matter of fact, actually 
identical-to the recommendations of 
Dr. Sullivan made to President Bush 2 
years ago. So here we have a Repub
lican President, George Bush, appoint
ing Dr. Louis Sullivan, and lo and be
hold, we have identical policies put for
ward by Dr. Sullivan and by Donna 
Shalala. · 

But here we go again, politics over 
the expert advice of both our national 
public health officials and health de
partments and agencies from across 
this Nation. Now, this is judgment that 
we as taxpayers pay for. They work for 
us, to give us their opinions based on 
science and fact, not on bigotry or ha
tred or politics or who is going to score 
a point here tonight on the eve of the 
State of the Union Address. Their judg
ment is based on decades o(experience, 
and I think these public health offi
cials should be respected. 

Now, I do not know anyone in this es
teemed body, which I respect so much, 
who is a physician. I did serve in the 
House of Representatives, and there 
were two physicians there, one cat
egorized politically as a liberal from 
Washington State, one categorized as a 
Southerner who served as a Democrat. 
And both of those physicians, Mr. 
President, supported Dr. Louis Sulli
van, supported and spoke out against 
the politics of hate and fear. 

I want to talk about the notion that 
the people who may be let into this 
country can become wards of the State. 
The proponents of the Nickles amend
ment have stated that this is an abso
lute certainty. 

I want to set aside the issue we face 
with the Haitian refugees because that 
is a very unusual situation that has to 
be dealt with. But under current immi
gration laws, immigrants and visitors 
are subjected to exclusion, meaning 
they cannot come into this country if 
they are, and I am quoting from the 
law, "likely at any time to become a 
public charge." Let me repeat that. 
Under the current law that is sup
ported by our President, Bill Clinton, 
and by his Secretary of HHS, immi
grants and visitors are subjected to ex
clusion from this country if they are 
"likely at any time to become a public 
charge." 

Thus if cost is really the issue here, 
it is . addressed by the public charge 
provision of the existing law, and that 
law is enforced by the attorney gen
eral. 

In addition, Mr. President, all foreign 
visitors and immigrants must meet de-

tailed financial eligibility criteria and 
anyone who does not meet those cri
teria is precluded from visiting or im
migrating to the United States of 
America. 

The policy put forward by Senator 
NICKLES and Senator HELMS and others 
has also been a barrier to the inter
national exchange of information, par
ticularly regarding HIV. HIV-positive 
delegates to the 1990 International Con
ference on AIDS in San Francisco who 
wanted to share their experience, their 
wisdom, their ideas, their research, 
risked being turned away at the bor
ders. Because of that incident, Mr. 
President, physicians from all over the 
world condemned that approach that 
has been put forward here today by our 
good friends, Senators NICKLES, HELMS, 
and others. It is not small groups or po
litical activities that condemn this 
policy. Mainstream physicians, and 
health care workers in this country, 
and all over the world condemn that 
policy. 

I would like to ask my colleagues to 
note that if Spain has the same policy 
as that being put forward here by Sen
ator NICKLES and others, Magic John
son would never have gotten to play 
basketball for the United States at the 
1992 Summer Olympics. 

So, Mr. President, in conclusion, I 
find it sad that we will take a public 
health issue and turn it into a political 
football. But that has been before with 
this issue and it will be done again. 
The Kennedy amendment is a very sen
sible one. It leaves the law basically as 
it is, and that law protects us. It gives 
public health officials the responsibil
ity to protect our health. That is their 
job. And it gives the Attorney General 
the responsibility to protect our purse 
so that no one coming into this coun
try, even as a visitor, can become a 
ward of the State or a burden on our 
people. 

I believe that is the correct course 
for us to take because it is the one that 
is being put forward to us by those to 
whom we must turn to for advice in 
these very complex matters. Those peo
ple are our public health officials. I 
hope that we will have the courage to 
support the Kennedy amendment, it 
makes a lot of sense, and turn back the 
Nickles approach. 

I thank the President for my time. 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, having 

heard the Senator from California and 
some of her comments, let me just an
swer a couple. 

I heard over and over again that this 
is politics. If it is politics, it is politics 
generated by President Clinton and his 
administration who want to change ex
isting policy. 

I do not doubt that former Secretary 
of HHS, Secretary Sullivan, also advo
cated that change. But President Bush 
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had the good common sense not to 
do so. 

If it is politics on this side, it is cer
tainly not initiated for political pur
poses. It was initiated by President 
Clinton and by his Secretary of HHS, 
who said they want to change this pol
icy, a policy that really goes back to 
1987 as a result of action that passed 
the Senate by unanimous vote. I do not 
know if the House voted on it or not. 
But I think that was good policy. I 
think that policy helped save lives and 
helped keep the disease out of the Unit
ed States or helped reduce the number 
of immigrants coming into this coun
try that have HIV. 

So the politics, if there is any poli
tics, the politics has been initiated by 
the Clinton administration trying to 
push whatever agenda, an agenda that 
at least in my opinion is not good for 
the country; an agenda that is going to 
be very expensive for the country. 

When we talk about dollars, no one 
on the other side who is proposing this 
amendment can truthfully say that 
this amendment or the change in pol
icy will not cost a lot of money. Nor 
can they say that the change in policy 
will not cost lives. Because frankly, 
Mr. President, if people immigrant to 
this country who are carrying HIV, a 
communicable disease, if they continue 
in certain behavioral patterns, in other 
words multiple sexual partners, and/or 
exchanging IV drug, they are going to 
infect other people. The net result of 
that is there are going to be lives lost. 
It is going to kill some Americans and 
maybe they will infect some people and 
those people will infect some other 
people. You could see how this horren
dous disease could accelerate and 
spread throughout the country. 

I hope that does not happen. That is 
the reason why this amendment is 
here. This amendment is not here for 
political reasons. This amendment is 
here to try to stop what I believe is a 
very serious mistake that President 
Clinton and his administration are get
ting ready to make. 

The amendment offered by my friend 
and colleague, Senator KENNEDY, is 
clearly a figleaf designed to give politi
cal cover, and to allow President Clin
ton to go forward with his change in 
policy and allow immigrants that are 
HIV positive to come into this country. 
As Senator KENNEDY mentioned there 
are 700,000 immigrants that come into 
the United States every year. If we 
change this policy, it will almost be 
like an invitation for many people who 
carry this dreadful, deadly disease, to 
come into the country because we do 
have quality health care in this coun
try, better health care in the United 
States than any other country, in the 
world. 

So instead of talking about a few 
hundred, I fear we would be talking 
about thousands. I also do fear the fact 
that some of those people may come 

into the country with HIV 2, which is 
transmitted primarily through the het
erosexual community. 

I mention this amendment is not 
born out of hate. This amendment is 
not born out of fear. This amendment 
is not born out of homophobia. This 
amendment is raised to try and stop 
President Clinton's administration 
from making a very serious mistake 
that will jeopardize the lives of count
less Americans and will cost U.S. tax
payers millions of dollars. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROVIDING FOR A JOINT SESSION 
OF CONGRESS TO RECEIVE A 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of House 
Concurrent Resolution 39. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 39) 

providing for a joint session of Congress to 
receive a message from the President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur
rent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 39) was agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH REVITALIZATION ACT 
OF 1993 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is the 
pending business still the NIH author
ization? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOLE. Is the pending amend
ment the Nickles amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ken
nedy amendment is the pending amend
ment, which is a second-degree amend
ment to the Nickles amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, Bill Clin
ton, during his campaign, promised to 
"lift the current ban on travel and im
migration to the United States by for
eign nationals with HIV." This policy 
was initiated by Congress in 1987. The 
Senate voted in favor of it 96 to 0, and 
the House accepted the provision with
out a vote. 

Mr. President, I believe that the lift
ing of the current ban-which is within 
the power of the President to lift by 
Executive order-is premature and will 
very likely strain our already overbur
dened heal th care system. The amend
ment offered today retains the current 
ban unless changed by law. 

I emphasize-because I have heard 
some of the discussion on the Senate 
floor-that this is not a battle about 
who cares more about people who are 
sick. However, there are those who will 
try to turn this vote into a political 
contest and who will argue that those 
of us who oppose lifting the ban at this 
time are callous and heartless and do 
not care about people. 

They will argue that the history of 
America and the greatness of this 
country is based on the willingness of 
this country to accept people in need. 

But, Mr. President, that is not the 
issue. This is not an anti-immigration 
issue. This is not a gay issue. This is a 
public health issue, and it is an eco
nomic health issue. There is nothing 
callous or heartless about protecting 
the physical and financial heal th of the 
American people. 

No doubt, Mr. President, AIDS is a 
tragic disease. It has taken the lives of 
approximately 175,000 Americans and 
has afflicted more than one million 
other Americans. It is a communicable 
disease that is not confined to the in
travenous drug user or the gay popu
lation. It is being spread on an increas
ing basis through heterosexual contact. 
It infects the old, the young, men and 
women, rich or poor. There is no doubt 
in my mind that what we confront now 
is an epidemic, one that will call on all 
our resources to address. 

While I realize that some of the fears 
about AIDS are unfounded, I fail to see 
how permitting more people infected 
with the AIDS virus to permanently 
immigrate into America will in any 
way contribute to the health and well
being of the American public, or help 
us resolve the very serious issues fac
ing us here at home. 

Mr. President, I believe that out of 
fairness to the American people, who 
are already-and rightly so-demand
ing a more equitable and affordable 
health care system, that lifting the ban 
at this time would appear unwise until 
such time as a number of troubling is
sues are thoroughly addressed. 
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By some estimates-and there are 

different estimates-the cost of caring 
for an AIDS patient can well exceed 
$100,000 per case. 

I do not believe that all immigrants 
with the HIV virus who are permitted 
entry into this country will be able to 
afford these astronomical expenses. It 
seems reasonable to believe then, that 
many of the thousands granted perma
nent entry into this country will even
tually fall onto the public rolls. 

Would taxpayers be forced to pay the 
astronomical cost of treatment for 
these patients-in effect, establishing a 
health care asylum in America? What 
will be the effect of these AIDS pa
tients on our already strained health 
care system? And how do we justify the 
added costs to the American public-a 
public who will pay over $800 billion for 
health care this year alone, and who 
are concerned about the 37 million un
insured, and those here who are al
ready confronting the AIDS virus. 

Mr. President, on top of the billions 
of dollars we have spent on AIDS re
search, our Nation has invested untold 
millions of dollars to educate the pub
lic about the spread of the AIDS virus. 
Would the American taxpayer have to 
pay to educate these emigres, or are we 
willing to take our chances that these 
individuals will act responsibly? 

Mr. President, our current law pro
vides for a waiver authority allowing 
those infected with certain infectious 
diseases, including AIDS, to enter the 
United States for a limited period of 
time. These waivers are granted for hu
manitarian purposes, for individuals 
who wish to enter the United States for 
treatment or education purposes, or 
those who already have an immediate 
family member legally residing in the 
United States, who arguably can pro
vide them with the necessary financial 
and emotional resources. No one has 
argued that this waiver of authority 
should be altered. 

However, Mr. President, until we 
have better information on what the 
effect will be on the American public if 
the ban is lifted, I am opposed to any 
change in our current policy. This 
amendment would require a thorough 
study to be conducted to evaluate the 
full implications of the lifting of the 
ban. Upon completion of the study, if 
deemed appropriate by the Congress 
and the President, a policy change can 
be instituted legislatively. 

In the meantime, we in Congress 
have an obligation to ensure that no 
policy changes are enacted that will in 
any way compromise the financial and 
physical health of the American tax
payer. At this time, our information 
available on the implications of lifting 
the ban is not adequate to make that 
decision. 

So I want to congratulate the distin
guished Senator from Oklahoma for his 
amendment, one that a number of us 
have worked on together. I think it is 

a good amendment. The issue is health 
care, not gay bashing. It is not anti
discrimination, not anti-immigrant. 
This is a health care issue. It should be 
resolved as such. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I intend to 
vote in favor of this legislation because 
of the absolutely critical need for the 
reauthorization of the National Insti
tutes of Health and funding of the vital 
research projects undertaken through 
NIB. However, I would like to take this 
opportunity to raise an issue of con
cern to many people in the heal th re
search community, including the chan
cellor of Washington University and 
chair of the Institute of Medicine Com
mittee to Study the AIDS Research 
Program of the National Institutes of 
Health. This committee issued a report 
in 1991 entitled "The AIDS Research 
Program of the National Institutes of 
Health." 

The concern stems from provisions in 
S. 1 which change the authority of the 
NIB Office of AIDS Research and which 
were added in the committee markup 
without the benefit of adequate con
sultation with or comment from the 
health research community. These pro
visions significantly alter the flow of 
funds into AIDS research and amplify 
the authority of the Director of the Of
fice of AIDS Research to direct those 
funds, thus they may have a significant 
impact on AIDS research. I believe 
that we should approach such changes 
thoughtfully with complete and careful 
consideration, particularly of the views 
of the research community that is 
most aware of how such changes will 
affect their work. 

I salute the efforts of Senator KASSE
BAUM and others on the Labor Commit
tee to address this issue and present a 
compromise that we can all abide with 
an eye toward the greater need to sup
port this legislation as a whole. But I 
also remain hopeful that the Congress 
will allow for additional comment, and 
if necessary, input, in conference from 
the health research community before 
we move forward to implement these 
proposed changes. 

In further support of this statement, 
I ask unanimous consent that a letter 
written by the chancellor of Washing
ton University and chair of the !OM 
committee to Representative WAXMAN 
on this matter be included in the 
RECORD at the close of my statement. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, 
St. Louis, MO, February 11, 1993. 

Hon. HENRY WAXMAN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on 

Energy and Commerce, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing regard

ing the National Institutes of Health Revi
talization Amendments of 1993. As you know, 
the Senate version of this bill, S. 1, includes 
provisions in Title XVIII which change the 
authority of the NIH Office of AIDS Re
search. Although several provisions may 

have merit, confusion surrounding the inter
pretation and intent of the legislative lan
guage concerns me. I understand that H.R. 4, 
the House NIH Bill, does not yet include any 
similar AIDS provisions and I am writing to 
offer my comments about the Senate lan
guage and about testimony I understand was 
offered before your Subcommittee. 

It has come to my attention that several 
witnesses appearing before your Subcommit
tee indicated that the provisions of Title 
XVIII are consistent with the recommenda
tions in the 1991 Institute of Medicine report 
"The AIDS Research Program of the Na
tional Institutes of Health." IOM committee 
members were in strong agreement regarding 
the necessity of long-range research plan
ning and evaluation efforts, a stronger role 
for the AIDS Program Advisory Committee, 
expanded staff support for the Office of AIDS 
Research, and a discretionary fund for the 
NIH director. 

At no time, however, did committee mem
bers endorse the concept that funds appro
priated by Congress for AIDS research go di
rectly to the Office of AIDS Research for re
distribution to the Institutes. I think such a 
proposal deserves a careful assessment of its 
implications for our continuing fight against 
AIDS. Keeping in mind the best interests of 
the NIH and its AIDS research programs, I 
believe calls for open and thoughtful consid
eration of any proposed new authority for 
the Office of AIDS Research. 

I salute your stalwart support for the well
being of the National Institutes of Health. 
Thank you for your continued leadership. 

Yours sincerely, 
WILLIAM H. DANFORTH, 

Chancellor. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise. today in support of the Nickles 
amendment on the admission of HIV
infected aliens to the United States. 

This amendment would retain the 
policy excluding HIV-positive aliens 
for a period of 6 months. During that 
time, the Secretary of HHS would work 
with the Attorney General to examine 
the critical. cost issues involved in 
granting immigrant status to HIV-in
fected aliens. And at the conclusion of 
that 6-month review, the Secretary of 
HHS and the Attorney General will 
make a full report to Congress on the 
cost implications of lifting the exclu
sion. 

We need to know the answer to this 
specific question: Is the public charge 
provision in today's immigration law 
sufficient to protect against added 
costs to the United States? 

Mr. President, I think that this 
amendment is a reasonable com
promise. It lays out a series of steps to
ward a final decision on this important 
issue-and will give the process ade
quate time to address all relevant con
cerns. 

I reach this conclusion on the Nick
les amendment without prejudice to 
the decision we will be called upon to 
make in 6 months' time. I know, for ex
ample, that all the public health au
thorities are unanimous in believing 
that AIDS/HIV should come off the im
migration list of communicable dis
eases. 

I also know that according to all the 
scientific evidence, AIDS is not trans-
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mitted by casual contact. That's why 
our last HHS Secretary, Dr. Louis Sul
livan, and his Department had already 
signed off on a rule eliminating the 
classification of HIV-positive individ
uals in immigration law. 

So there is a great deal of evidence 
tilting us in the direction of repealing 
this exclusion. That's why it is espe
cially important for us to have some 
time in which to consider the objec
tions. Dr. Robert Windom, the former 
Assistant Secretary of HHS, believes 
that there are serious cost ·consider
ations involved in allowing the entry of 
HIV-infected aliens. 

Anyone who has HIV now may be
come sicker. Even if immigrants enter 
the country capable of paying their 
own way, in 10 or 15 years their heal th 
may have deteriorated enough to make 
them a public charge. 

Let's get to the bottom of these ques
tions before we set in stone a policy we 
may end up regretting. Let's enact the 
Kassebaum-Dole review process--and 
get on with some of the more pressing 
tasks President Clinton will be outlin
ing for us tonight. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to see that the bill before us 
today includes a provision to establish 
a program within the National Center 
for Research Resources to enhance the 
ability of institutions in certain States 
to compete for biomedical and other 
research grants and awards offered by 
the NIH. 

The program in the bill is called the 
Institutional Development Award 
[IDeA] Program. It is similar in nature 
to the Experimental Program to Stim
ulate Competitive Research [EPSCoR] 
that originated in the National Science 
Foundation and has now spread to sev
eral Federal agencies. These programs 
provide grants to States that have tra
ditionally not been very successful in 
competing for federally funded re
search projects. The initial grants help 
these States determine where they 
need to improve their research infra
structure at their research univer
sities, and f ollowup grants help these 
States to implement their plans to cor
rect the deficiencies they discover. 

This program does not set aside any 
funds for research for these institu
tions, which are located mostly in 
rural States such as my State of Mis
s1ss1ppi. The universities in these 
States will still be required to go 
through the peer review process before 
any research grants are awarded. The 
IDeA and EPSCoR Programs simply 
boost the ability of universities to 
compete in that process. 

As an example of the kinds of accom
plishments that are possible through 
programs like this, the EPSCoR Pro
gram in Mississippi has produced un
precedented cooperation among our re
search institutions, and has resulted in 
an .increase in grants being awarded to 
the State by the agencies involved in 

the program. In addition to increased 
Federal funding, our research univer
sities have received a level of private 
research contributions that exceeded 
all expectations and far exceeded the 
matching requirements of the EPSCoR 
Program. 

I am confident the IDeA Program 
will produce the same quality results 
as the EPSCoR Program has. The IDeA 
Program will broaden the geographic 
base of biomedical scientific expertise. 
Currently, 50 percent of all NIH extra
mural funding · goes to institutions in 
five States. Funding currently going to 
the 25 States that will be eligible for 
IDeA totals only 5 percent of NIH's re
search awards. With improvements re
sulting from IDeA awards, more re
search will be conducted at more uni
versities, which has the added benefit 
of exposing more students to this type 
of research, therefore encouraging 
more science graduates to pursue a ca
reer in health-related research. 

The NIH itself has seen the value of 
a program of this kind. In 1991, NIH 
completed a study I had requested to 
determine whether this type of pro
gram would be feasible within the 
structure of NIH. The report concluded 
that an IDeA Program can indeed 
achieve the same accomplishments 
that have been seen at other agencies. 

In this year's appropriations bill for 
the NIH, $750,000 was provided to the 
National Center for Research Re
sources to help get this program off the 
ground. Last month, the NCRR began 
to solicit applications for the initial 
IDeA competition. I am hopeful addi-:
tional funding will be available next 
fiscal year. 

I appreciate the efforts of the chair
man of the Labor Committee, Senator 
KENNEDY, for his help in getting the 
IDeA Program authorized in this bill. 

SUPPORTING THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 1, the National 
Institutes of Health Reauthorization 
Act. I encourage my Senate colleagues 
to join me in support of this important 
legislation. 

The National Institutes of Health 
[NIH] have led the world in health re
search, improving the quality of life 
for all Americans. We must provide the 
NIH with the resources and direction it 
needs to continue to pursue its vital 
mission. 

Yet the NIB, due to political con
straints imposed by the Bush adminis
tration, has not been able to ade
quately address the changing health 
needs of our Nation. We need to devote 
more resources to women's health re
search. We need a coordinated research 
strategy for AIDS. We also need a non
poli ticized process to answer ethically 
challenging issues, like fetal tissue re
search, both now and in the future. The 

National Instit utes of Health Reau
thorization Act responds to the chang
ing health priorities of our Nation 
while addressing these ethically con
tentious issues. 

The National Institutes of Health Re
authorization Act provides increased 
funding for women's health issues. This 
legislation establishes research pro
grams that would address the most 
pressing women's health concerns, in
cluding breast cancer, reproductive 
cancer, and osteoporosis. The bill also 
codifies the Office of Research on Wom
en's Health and directs all clinical re
search supported by the NIH to include 
women and minorities. These provi
sions in the National Institutes of 
Health Reauthorization Act will dra
matically improve the quality and 
scope of research dedicated to women's 
heal th issues. 

The health needs of America's chil
dren are also addressed in this legisla
tion. Though the United States has 
made great strides providing immuni
zations to school aged children, many 
toddlers do not receive proper immuni
zation against infectious diseases. Over 
40 percent of U.S. 2-year-olds are not 
immunized against preventable infec
tious diseases. One of the keys to im
proving the poor immunization rates 
among 2-year-olds is to develop low 
cost and improved vaccines. The Na
tional Institutes of Health Reauthor
ization Act addresses this need by pro
viding funds for research and develop
ment of affordable and improved child
hood vaccines. I support the efforts of 
the NIH to develop improved vaccines 
as an important component of improv
ing immunization rates of our Nation's 
children. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues Senator KENNEDY 
and Senator BUMPERS and the Clinton 
administration to develop a com
prehensive immunization program to 
vaccinate all children of America. 

S. 1 would also help the NIH face the 
challenge of the AIDS epidemic. The 
National Institutes of Health Reau
thorization Act formally authorizes 
the Office of AIDS Research [OAR] as 
the central planning and policy agency 
for AIDS research. The OAR will be re
sponsible for developing and imple
menting a comprehensive AIDS strat
egy that includes identifying budget 
and research priorities as well as co
ordinating AIDS research within the 
various NIH agencies. Strengthening 
the OAR will better focus our Nation's 
effort to combat the AIDS epidemic 
which in the past has lacked direction. 

The National Institutes of Health Re
authorization Act addresses the issue 
of fetal tissue research, with fairness 
and sensitivity. Lifting the ban on 
fetal tissue research will provide hope 
for millions of people with life-threat
ening illnesses like Parkinson's dis
ease, diabetes, leukemia, and epilepsy. 
For these people fetal tissue transplan
tation offers the potential for medical 
miracles. 
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Mr. President, we really don't know 

the extent to which fetal tissue trans
plantation may save lives, but the evi
dence from studies done so far is very 
promising. In the past we have heard 
moving testimony which illustrates in 
the most human terms they way this 
technique can improve the quality of 
life for people with serious illnesses. 

The safeguards set forth in this legis
lation make the argument that these 
provisions will promote abortion, null 
and void. The act says that a woman 
must consent to an abortion before she 
makes the decision to donate tissue. It 
says that donors cannot receive com
pensation for fetal tissue, and it says 
that the recipient cannot be specified. 
Even more important, it applies these 
guidelines across the board to all fetal 
tissue research, whether publicly or 
privately funded. Currently there are 
no safeguards in place for private re
search. 

Mr. President, the National Insti
tutes of Health Reauthorization Act 
will help the NIH to respond effectively 
to our Nation's most pressing health 
needs. The act further creates a non
political mechanism to resolve the 
ethically difficult biomedical issues we 
face today and the ethical issues of to
morrow. I wholeheartedly support swift 
enactment of this legislation. 

Mr. President, for the past 3 years 
the NIH has been waiting for reauthor
ization. This means that for the last 3 
years, funding for research on our Na
tion's most pressing health concerns, 
like cancer, heart disease, and AIDS 
have remained static. In the 102d ses
sion, Congress passed the National 
Health Reauthorization Act, only to be 
vetoed by President Bush. Most of the 
issues addressed in the National Insti
tutes of Health Reauthorization Act 
are not new and have already been ap
proved by Congress. It is my hope that 
Congress and the President will act 
swiftly to enact this important legisla
tion. 

A TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM F. (BILL) 
FARMER, JR. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a favorite son 
of the great Commonwealth of Ken
tucky, Mr. William F. (Bill) Farmer, 
Jr. 

Bill Farmer retired at the end of the 
102d Congress, having served as the leg
islative clerk of the U.S. Senate for the 
past 12 years. A native Kentuckian, 
Bill was born in Frankfort, KY and 
graduated from the University of Ken
tucky with a degree in Commerce. Dur
ing the Korean war, Bill enlisted in the 
Marine Corps where he served honor
ably. Before arriving in Washington, 
Bill worked as an accountant in 
Greensboro, NC. 

In 1964, Bill was hired as an assistant 
registration clerk by the Secretary of 
the Senate. He advanced rapidly within 

the Senate. In 1966 he was promoted to 
registration clerk, in 1969 Bill was ap
pointed as assistant editor of the Daily 
Digest; then in 1971 Bill joined the leg
islative staff at the rostrum of the U.S. 
Senate where he remained until his 
promotion to chief legislative clerk in 
March 1980. 

Mr. President, it is a personal loss to 
me not to have my fellow Kentuckian 
at the rostrum of the Senate. It was 
comforting to have a part of Kentucky 
so close by. As Bill would call the roll 
in the Senate, you could hear that dis
tinctive bluegrass drawl resounding 
through the Chamber. That drawl be
came a familiar part of the day-to-day 
proceedings in the Senate, and many 
Senators have snapped to attention as 
Bill trumpeted their name for a roll
call vote. 

During those times that I had the 
pleasure of presiding over the Senate, I 
would trade stories with Bill about 
home. When the Senate remained in 
session late into the evening and into 
the wee morning hours, the tempera
ment of even the most loyal and robust 
of individuals might be strained, yet, I 
myself have witnessed Bill faithfully at 
his post of duty. 

Those who worked closely with Bill 
enjoyed his quick wit and creative cap
tioning. Bill is a fine Kentucky gen
tleman, who has always been courteous 
to me, my staff and all those who 
worked with him. 

While I'll miss the cheerful, hearty 
attitude displayed by Bill, I congratu
late him on a job well done and wish 
him all the best in his return to the 
private sector. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per
mitted to speak for a period of time 
not to exceed 5 minutes as if in morn
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Vermont is recog
nized. 

OUR ECONOMIC SITUATION 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

look forward to the address of Presi
dent Clinton tonight. Though I have 
some concerns about proposals I have 
heard, I will wait to pass judgment 
until my fellow Vermonters and I have 
had an opportunity to consider his 
plan. 

I take the floor today, Mr. President, 
to note for my colleagues that history 
repeats itself. I must thank my col
league from West Virginia, our Presi
dent pro tempore, with his interest in 
Senate history, for making me think to 
look at what the Senate was debating 
100 years ago this very day. 

Mr. President, the Senate was debat
ing the Federal debt. Some wanted to 
increase the debt by issuing bonds, 
while others opposed these efforts. 
Here we are 100 years later soon to de
bate our debt and means to control it. 

Let me set a historical frame of ref
erences for 1893. In the world, countries 
are trying to accumulate gold because 
of instability in Europe. 

Vast sums of American money are 
being shipped overseas. Tourists alone 
are taking $100,000,000 out of our coun
try. Our merchandise is being loaded 
onto foreign ships by foreign workers 
for transport. Another $30 to $60 mil
lion loss to American workers. 

Domestic help, a sensitive issue these 
days, is cited as being responsible for 
$12 million in capital outflow from the 
United States. 

In 1893, Russia is in financial ruin. 
Allow me to quote from Senator Teller, 
a former Republican Member from Col
orado. I am going to quote exclusively 
of our Republican predecessors-

The financial condition of the people of 
Russia is the most deplorable of that of any 
people on earth. * * * There is no use of dis
guising the fact that the people of that great 
country are in a state of destitution and dis
tress such as rarely comes to the human 
race. * * * In that country there is distress 
everywhere, and poverty is general. 

A Republican President, President 
Cleveland, was defeated, and President 
Harrison is set to take office. States 
which had gone Republican in 1888, 
went Democratic in 1892. Mr. Teller, 
again a Republican, analyzed the elec
tion as follows: 

We went out of power last year; that is to 
say, the verdict of the people was rendered in 
November which puts us out of control of the 
executive and of the legislative departments 
of the Government. We were put out because 
the people had lost confidence in us. I know 
a good many have spent time in endeavoring 
to determine what was the occasion of this 
feeling of distrust. 

Sometimes we have laid it to our can
didates, but at the bottom of it-and it need 
not be disguised-was the feeling that the 
Republican party, which had been founded to 
foster the rights of men, had become abso
lutely oblivious to the interests of all the 
great masses of the people and had been pay
ing court and attention only to capitalists 
and monopolists. 

Again, Mr. President, these words 
were spoken on the Senate floor 100 
years ago today. Needless to say, at 
least one of his Republican colleagues 
took issue with Mr. Teller's analysis. 
Senator Hiscock, from New York, I be
lieve, stated that we needed to issue 
new bonds, basically so we could invest 
in our growth, in other words, invest 
our way out of a deficit. 

In Mr. Hiscock's words: 
Mr. President, we are a debtor nation. Rich 

as we are, almost boundless as is our wealth, 
still we want to borrow money for the im
provements which are being made within our 
own broad domain. 

Mr. Hiscock, then when on to take 
issue with Mr. Teller's analysis of the 
1892 election: He states: 

I recognize the fact that we were defeated, 
but in my State I do not recognize the fact 
that it was a spirit of discontent which pro
moted that defeat. Since I have been active 
in business there never has been a period of 
time when all classes, from the lowest to the 
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highest, were more prosperous, were happier, 
and enjoying more of the necessities and the 
luxuries of life than they were in the year of 
our Lord 1892. I sometimes think that that 
which led to our defeat was because the peo
ple were satisfied with the situation.* * * 

Our predecessor shows interesting 
logic and political analysis skills, to 
say the least. 

Specifically, Mr. President, the de
bate on the floor 100 years ago was 
whether or not to issue more Govern
ment bonds. Proponents of this legisla
tion argue that without additional 
bonds, financial leaders and foreign 
governments would lose faith in Amer
ica. A financial panic would result. Op
ponen ts, such as Mr. Teller, argue that 
the time has come to stop increasing 
our debt. New bonds are only tools for 
the bankers to make money, not a 
means to improve the situation of 
Americans. 

As Mr. Teller put it, "Who ever heard 
of an increase of a public debt creating 
security in the faith of the Government 
which created it?" 

I hope Mr. President that 100 years 
from today, history will not be repeat
ing itself on this Senate floor. Let us 
put the deficit behind us. 

I intend to listen to the President to
night and then to listen to my con
stituents. I plan to consider President 
Clinton's plan carefully. I do not in
tend to let partisanship be a factor in 
my deliberations. I intend to let the 
people of my State express their views, 
weigh them, and then to act accord
ingly. That is what I believe the role of 
a Senator to be. 

I believe that the American people 
will be able to sort out the good from 
the bad, right from wrong. We must act 
on their advice. 

I will close with one last quote from 
Mr. Teller, from February 17, 1893: 

I repeat, so that nobody shall have any ex
cuse for lying about what I say, that the 
American people are ready and willing to 
pay their debts to the utmost farthing, and 
to pay them in the best money in the world, 
as they have contracted to pay. They will 
complain of nothing which is necessary to 
maintain the honor, the integrity, and the 
credit of the American Government, but 
they do not believe that there is a danger 
now which will justify the issue of more 
bonds, the increase of the public debt, and 
the increase of taxation. They have com
plained for some years of unnecessary and 
unreasonable taxation, and rightfully, as 
they ought. 

I think Mr. Teller is telling us to 
look first at cutting spending. This is 
good and timeless advice. He continues: 

I thank God that they have the courage to 
complain. I shall be sorry for the American 
people if the time shall ever come that party 
organizations and party lines shall hold men 
to principles which they despise and which 
they detest. When they become satisfied that 
the policy of any party is inimical to their 
interests, I glory in their courage when they 
break away from their old party associations 
and take a stand which they think will bring 
credit to them and prosperity to the whole 
nation. 

Patriotism, before partisanship, is 
the message. Mr. President, let us 
watch tonight's address not as Repub
licans, not as Democrats, but as Ameri
cans. And, when we are done listening 
to the President, let us listen to the 
courageous Americans of today. Then, 
let us act. 

Mr. President, I am happy to yield to 
my distinguished colleague from 
Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader is recognized. 

NATIONAL 
HEALTH 
OF 1993 

INSTITUTES 
REVITALIZATION 

OF 
ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re
sume consideration of S. 1, the Na
tional Institute of Health bill at 8:30 
a.m. on Thursday, February 18; that on 
Thursday, the amendment numbered 37 
and 38 be withdrawn and that Senators 
KENNEDY and NICKLES be recognized in 
that order to each offer a first degree 
amendment on the subject of immigra
tion policy and HIV aliens which will 
be identical to amendments 37 and 38; 
that there be 30 minutes for debate on 
the two amendments, to run concur
rently, with the time equally divided 
and controlled in the usual form; that 
at 9 a.m., the Senate vote without any 
intervening action or debate, on, or in 
relation to, the Kennedy amendment; 
that following the disposition of the 
Kennedy amendment the Senate vote 
immediately, without any intervening 
action or debate, on, or in relation to, 
the Nickles amendment; that no fur
ther amendments regarding the issue 
of immigration policy and HIV-infected 
aliens be in order prior to final passage 
of this bill; and that the following be 
the only other amendments remaining 
in order to this bill and that they be 
subject to relevant second degree 
amendments: 

A Moynihan amendment relating to 
National Institute of Drug Abuse; 

A Hatfield amendment relating to 
sleep disorder; 

A Roth amendment relating to sci
entific peer review; 

A Jeffords amendment relating to 
sentinel disease study; 

A Jeffords amendment relating to 
LIHEAP; 

A Gorton amendment relating to In
stitute of Medicine; 

A Craig amendment relating to medi
cal radio-nucleide strategy; 

A Kennedy relevant amendment; 
A Kassebaum relevant amendment; 

and 
A Helms relevant amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues for their co opera-

tion. I again thank the Senator from 
Vermont for his courtesy. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in 
light of the agreement obtained, there 
will be no rollcall votes this evening. 
Pursuant to the order agreed to by all 
Senators, there will be two votes com
mencing at 9 a.m. tomorrow morning. 

I remind Senators of the rule which I 
established at the outset of this ses
sion, that votes will not be held beyond 
20 minutes. The first vote will end no 
longer than precisely 20 minutes after 
it begins. So Senators should be aware 
of that: a vote at 9 a.m. tomorrow, to 
terminate no longer than 20 minutes 
after it begins. 

I thank my colleagues. 
Mr. SIMPSON. We shall all take judi

cial notice of the comments of the ma
jority leader who served on the Federal 
bench. I have heard that tone of voice 
in my time here. And I shall be present 
and the judge and our leader has spo
ken. 

Mr. President, I thank my friend, 
Senator JEFFORDS. He always shares 
with us very apt things in his unique 
way. He is a very splendid Member of 
the Senate and I enjoy him very much. 
So I do appreciate him yielding the 
floor if I should want it, which I do. 

I thank the Chair. 
AMENDMENT NO. 37 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I am in 
support of the Nickles amendment. I 
have been on the fringes of working to 
see if we could not get that in that 
proper form. I just think it is so vital 
that before we adopt a policy of admit
ting immigrants who are infected with 
the AIDS virus, Congress must study 
that issue and the administration 
should surely study the issue in order 
that we can answer the questions that 
are so very troubling to our constitu
ents. They are wondering what we are 
doing. 

Let me share with you what they are 
wondering and what they are saying. 
My constituents, and yours, are ask
ing: "Why in the world would we want 
to admit as permanent-a permanent 
resident for this country-a person in
fected with a contagious deadly disease 
which will require up to $100,000 or 
more of medical attention during his or 
her lifetime?" That is the question. 

I have had some difficulty in respond
ing to that powerful question. We 
might wish to allow a close family 
member to enter and to join the rest of 
the family here in the United States. 
In such a case, if the immigrant or his 
family is able to pay the cost of the 
medical care the immigrant will re
quire, a waiver of the general policy 
might be warranted. But except for 
such a case, it is most difficult to jus
tify a change in our current policy re
garding HIV-infected immigrants. 

Please note that the amendment pro
vides waivers for nonim.migrants who 
wish to enter this country, those peo-
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ple who would come here for business 
or pleasure or medical treatment, to 
visit relatives, or to attend conference. 
In fact, this waiver authority covers 
nearly every purpose for which short
term visitors come to this country. In 
fact, we broadened it through this 
amendment. 

Some argue that nearly all other 
countries in the world admit HIV-in
fected persons. But you are not hearing 
the full story. I have been in this immi
gration and refugee field since I came 
to the United States Senate. It was vis
ited upon me, I did not seek it. It is an 
issue filled with emotion, fear, guilt, 
and racism. I tire of seeing people use 
it-using a deft blend of emotion, fear, 
guilt, and racism to try to get some
thing skewed into the system. 

Let me remind my colleagues that 
Canada, Australia, and the United 
States are virtually the only countries 
in the world-in the Western World
which accept any kind of significant 
numbers of permanent immigrants. 
Thus, when we are told in a passionate 
way that other countries allow IllV-in
fected persons to enter, and why do we 
not, they mean that they are allowed 
to enter as visitors, not to become per
manent members of society. I think it 
behooves us to be honest when we 
speak of that issue, what we are really 
talking about. They are allowed to 
enter as visitors, but not one of those 
countries that they talk about as being 
so generous, allow persons to come as 
permanent members of their society 
who are infected with HIV. 

Under this amendment, HIV-infected 
persons would be admitted to this 
country as visitors, as is the case in all 
other Western countries. As I men
tioned yesterday when I spoke about 
the issue, we sought the assistance of 
the Public Health Service in drafting 
suitable language for the health-relat
ed grounds of exclusion. We accepted 
the term they proposed-they proposed 
this term. The term is ''communicable 
disease of public health significance," 
to describe an illness which would pre
vent an alien from immigrating to the 
United States. 

The administration is now proposing 
that infection with the AIDS virus is 
not a disease of "public health signifi
cance." 

It seems to me there are two argu
ments against this position which need 
to be answered before our policy is 
changed. 

One, is a disease which has reached 
epidemic proportions, killing more 
than 175,000 fellow Americans and in
fecting as many as a million-and-a-half 
more, a disease of public health signifi
cance? 

That is a question, a pretty good 
question. 

Two, is a disease which renders its 
victim terminally ill in every single in
stance, with medical care expenses 
reaching as much as $100,000 or more, a 
disease of "public health significance"? 

On .the basis of what we know today, 
I believe the answer to both of those 
questions obviously is yes. 
It is certainly a contagious disease 

whose only prognosis as far as we 
know-and it is a terrible tragedy-is 
death, and which already affects 1.5 
million Americans, is of public health 
significance. You bet it is. 

How could it be decided or deter
mined otherwise? How absurd. And also 
at a time when health care costs are 
one of the most significant elements in 
our current economic crisis, a disease, 
which has such high medical costs, has 
to be of public health significance un
less one would argue that health care 
costs are not of public health signifi
cance. 

It has been argued by some that the 
1990 act gave the Secretary of HHS and 
the Public Health Service the author
ity to decide which diseases are of pub
lic health significance and that we 
should leave that decision with "the 
experts" and not let the politicians 
mess around with this one, and leave it 
with the experts where it belongs. I as
cribed to that. Indeed, I did. 

But what has happened, unfortu
nately, of the several diseases on the 
list, HIV infection is the only one that 
has become now a political football. 
When you want to leave it desperately 
with the experts, which I did in the 1990 
bill, I did not believe any of those dis
eases would become political foot
balls-leprosy, tuberculosis, gonorrhea, 
syphilis-those things are in the exclu
sion. And it became a political issue 
during the past election campaign. 

I am very concerned that the current 
proposal to remove HIV infection from 
the list is simply a political response, 
nothing more. As a policy decision, it 
is not based on any solid medical evi
dence, and if that is true that this is 
simply a political payoff, that is very 
sad, and I have a feeling that that is 
exactly what this is, under the pressure 
of a political campaign and a political 
response and a political payoff. 

It is for this reason that I support 
this amendment which also makes it 
very clear that the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services has the full au
thority and discretion to continue to 
add or remove all other diseases in
cluded on the list. Some argue we do 
not need to have HIV as a medical ex
clusion because we have the public 
charge exclusion, which can be used to 
address the concerns about the health 
care costs of admitting aliens with the 
AIDS virus. The only way we know 
whether or not an immigrant is in
fected with the AIDS virus is through 
the blood test that every immigrant 
must now provide to identify the pres
ence of excludable diseases. If HIV in
fection is removed from the list now of 
excludable diseases, the consular of
fices will not know whether or not the 
intending immigrant has HIV infection 
in order to be able to make a judgment 
on the public charge exclusion. 

I hope that we can remember that in 
the debate. In other words, if we were 
to remove HIV as a medical exclusion 
and rely instead on the public charge 
exclusion, we would also have to pro
vide that every intending immigrant 
submit to a blood test for HIV infec
tion. 

Let me just conclude by responding 
to a couple of items that have occurred 
in the debate. One of my fine col
leagues stated that if this had been the 
law of Spain, that Magic Johnson could 
not have been able to play basketball 
in the Olympic games. I believe Sen
ator BOXER responded in that fashion. I 
am enjoying very much getting to 
know Senator BOXER. She is a very 
able and articulate spokesman for her 
State and, she is going to be, and is al
ready, a great addition to the United 
States Senate. I will be looking for
ward to working with her on immigra
tion issues because certainly the State 
of California is the most impacted and 
affected State, not only with immigra
tion but with refugee issues. 

I will just say the Nickles amend
ment, this amendment, provides to the 
contrary. It provides for a waiver for 
visitors with the HIV infection. It is 
very important. That is not being 
heard in this debate. This is a very 
clear waiver system within this amend
ment, it is very specific, very clear and 
if any other country had had this law, 
all of our members of our dream team 
would not have played in any country 
on Earth. 

Then my friend from Massachusetts, 
Senator KENNEDY, and I have been 
through the wars together with regard 
to immigration, refugee issues. With 
his help and support, we have passed 
some significant legislation over the 
past 14 years with regard to legal im
migration. Even though he could not 
feel completely disposed to support the 
issue of illegal immigration, he was a 
sincere player in the entire debate. I 
enjoy him very much and he is a splen
did legislator. But, again, I have al
ready warned how easy it is in this 
body to slip into the area of emotion, 
fear, guilt, or racism. I respectfully say 
that it was, in my mind, inappropriate 
to state that the purpose perhaps of 
the Nickles amendment is to keep out 
those black Haitians who are rotting 
away at our naval base at Guanta
namo. That is a very unfortunate 
statement because it is not so. 

The Haitians at Guantanamo are 
awaiting admission as refugees. A refu
gee is a person fleeing persecution, or a 
well-founded fear of persecution, based 
on race, religion, national origin, or 
membership in some political or social 
organization. A person is not a refugee 
who simply does not like their country 
anymore, does not want to be drafted, 
does not like the economy but just 
wants out, or is frightened by some
thing that happened in the political 
government within their district. That 
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is not a refugee. Either we keep and 
stick with the U.N. definition of refu
gee and the U.S. definition-and that is 
what it is, but let us not make eco
nomic refugees political refugees. 
There is a difference. What happened in 
the previous administration, sadly, we 
found there were State Department ref
ugees and INS and Justice Department 
refugees. That was a real mistake of 
the previous administration. 

This amendment does not affect refu
gees who are admitted under another 
provision which allows ·waivers of med
ical exclusion. 

So as we go through the debate, and 
we are nearly to conclude that, I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend
ment. After we have the President's re
port this fall and after the Congress 
has held hearings on the issue, as we 
should, as Senator KASSEBAUM contin
ually alerted us to the costs involved 
and the danger to the public that is in
volved, we can make a truly informed 
decision as-to whether or not mv in
fection should be removed from the list 
of communicable diseases with "public 
health significance." It is a most im
portant issue. We must do it right and 
honestly and not out of political pres
sure. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

AKAKA). The Senator from Minnesota 
is recognized. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that · there now 
be a period for morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORIZING APPOINTMENT OF 
COMMITTEE ON THE PART OF 
THE SENATE 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent of the Senate be authorized to ap
point a committee, on the part of the 
Senate, to join with a like committee, 
on the part of the House of Representa
tives, to escort the President of the 
United States into the House Chamber 
for the joint session to be held at 9 p.m. 
this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed to the immediate consider
ation of House Joint Resolution 101, a 
joint resolution relating to the Future 
Farmers of America, just received from 
the House; that the joint resolution be 

deemed read 3 times and passed; that 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table; and that the preamble be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 101) 
was deemed read the third time and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

A JOINT ADDRESS TO CONGRESS
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT-PM 4 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States which was ordered to lie on the 
table: 

The PRESIDENT. Mr. President, Mr. 
Speaker, Members of the House and the 
Senate, distinguished Americans here 
as visitors in this Chamber, as am I, 
when Presidents speak to Congress and 
the Nation from this podium, typically 
they comment on the full range of 
challenges and opportunities that face 
the United States. But this is not an 
ordinary time, and for all the many 
tasks that require our attention, I be
lieve tonight that one calls on us to 
focus, to unite, and to act, and that is 
our economy. For more than anything 
else, our task tonight as Americans is 
to make our economy thrive again. 

Let me begin by saying that it has 
been too long, at least three decades, 
since a President has come and chal
lenged Americans to join him on a 
great national journey, not merely to 
consume the bounty of today, but to 
invest for a much greater one tomor
row. 

Like individuals, nations must ulti
mately decide how they wish to con
duct themselves, how they wish to be 
thought of by those with whom they 
live, and, later, how they wish to be 
judged by history. Like every individ
ual man and woman, nations must de
cide whether they are prepared to rise 
to the occasions history presents them. 

We have always been a people of 
youthful energy and daring spirit. And 
at this historic moment, as com
munism has fallen, as freedom is 
spreading around the world, as a global 
economy is taking shape before our 
eyes, Americans have called for 
change. And now it is up to those of us 
in this room to deliver for them. 

Our Nation needs a new direction. 
Tonight I present to you a comprehen
sive plan to set our Nation on that new 
course. 

I believe we will find our new direc
tion in the basic old values that 
brought us here over the last two cen
turies: a commitment to opportunity, 
to individual responsibility, to commu
nity, to work, to family, and to faith. 
We must now break the habits of both 
political parties and say there can be 
no more something for nothing, and 

admit, frankly, that we are all in this 
together. 

The conditions which brought us as a 
Nation to this point are well known. 
Two decades of low productivity 
growth and stagnant wages; persistent 
unemployment and underemployment; 
years of huge government deficits and 
declining investment in our future; ex
ploding health care costs and lack of 
coverage for millions of Americans; le
gions of poor children; education and 
job training opportunities inadequate 
to the demands of this tough global 
economy. For too long we have drifted 
without a strong sense of purpose, of 
responsibility, or of community. And 
our political system so often has 
seemed paralyzed by special interest 
groups, by partisan bickering, and by 
the sheer complexity of our problems. 

I believe we can do better, because we 
remain the greatest nation of Earth, 
the world's strongest economy, the 
world's only military superpower. If we 
have the vision, the will, and the heart 
to make the changes we must, we can 
enter the 21st century with possibili
ties our parents could not even have 
imagined, and enter it having secured 
the American dream for ourselves and 
for future generations. 

I well remember 12 years ago Presi
dent Reagan stood at this very podium 
and told you and the American people 
that if our national debt were stacked 
in thousand-dollar bills, the stack 
would reach 67 miles into space. Well, 
today that stack would reach 267 miles. 

I tell you this not to assign blame for 
this problem. There is plenty of blame 
to go around, in both branches of the 
Government and both parties. The time 
has come for the blame to end. I did 
not seek this office to place blame. I 
come here tonight to accept respon
sibility, and I want you to accept re
sponsibility with me. And if we do 
right by this country, I do not care who 
gets the credit for it. 

The plan I off er you has four fun
damental components: 

First, it shifts our emphasis in public 
and private spending from consumption 
to investment, initially by jump-start
ing the economy in the short term and 
investing in our people, their jobs, and 
their incomes, over the long run. 

Second, it changes the rhetoric of the 
past into the actions of the present, by 
honoring work and families in every 
part of our public decisionmaking. 

Third, it substantially reduces the 
Federal deficit, honestly and credibly, 
by using in the beginning the most 
conservative estimates of government 
revenues, not as the executive branch 
has done so often in the past, using the 
most optimistic ones. 

Finally, it seeks to earn the trust of 
the American people by paying for 
these plans first with cuts in govern
ment waste and inefficiency. Second, 
with cuts, not gimmicks, in Govern
ment spending, and by fairness, for a 
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change, in the way the burdens are 
borne. 

Tonight I want to talk with you 
about what government can do, be
cause I believe government must do 
more. But let me say first that the real 
engine of economic growth in this 
country is the private sector. And, sec
ond, that each of us must be an engine 
of growth and change. The truth is that 
as government creates more oppor
tunity in this new and different time, 
we must also demand more responsibil
ity in return. 

Our immediate priority must be to 
create jobs, create jobs now. Some peo
ple say, well, we are in a recovery. We 
don't have to do that. Well, we all hope 
we are in a recovery, but we sure are 
not creating new jobs. And there is no 
recovery worth its salt that doesn't put 
the American people back to work. 

To create jobs and guarantee a 
strong recovery, I call on Congress to 
enact an immediate package of jobs in
vestments of over $30 billion to put 
people to work now, to create a half
million jobs: jobs to rebuild our high
ways and airports, to renovate housing, 
to bring new life to rural communities, 
and to spread hope and opportunity 
among our Nation's youth. Especially I 
want to emphasize after the events of 
last year in Los Angeles and the count
less stories of despair in our cities and 
in our poor rural communities, this 
proposal will create almost 700,000 new 
summer jobs for displaced unemployed 
young people alone this summer. And 
tonight I invite America's business 
leaders to join us in this effort, so that 
together we can provide over 1 million 
summer jobs in cities and poor rural 
areas for our young people. 

Second, our plan looks beyond to
day's business cycle, because our aspi
rations extend into the next century. 
The heart of this ·plan deals with the 
long term. It is an investment program 
designed to increase public and private · 
investment in areas critical to our eco
nomic future. And it has a deficit-re
duction program that will increase the 
savings available for the private sector 
to invest, will lower interest rates, will 
decrease the percentage of the Federal 
budget claimed by interest payments, 
and decrease the risk of financial-mar
ket disruption that could adversely af
fect our economy. 

Over the long run, all this will bring 
us a higher rate of economic growth, 
improved productivity, more high
quality jobs, and an improved eco
nomic competitive position in the 
world. 

In order to accomplish both increased 
investment and deficit reduction, 
something no American Government 
has ever been called upon to do at the 
same time before, spending must be cut 
and taxes must be raised. The spending 
cuts I recommend were carefully 
thought through in a way to minimize 
any adverse economic impact, to cap-

ture the peace dividend for investment 
purposes, and to switch the balance in 
the budget from consumption to more 
investment. The tax increases and the 
spending cuts were both designed to as
sure that the cost of this historic pro
gram to face and deal with our prob
lems will be borne by those who could 
readily afford it the most. 

Our plan is designed, furthermore, 
and perhaps in some ways most impor
tantly, to improve the heal th of Amer
ican business through lower interest 
rates, more incentives to invest, and 
better-trained workers. Because small 
business has created such a high per
centage of all the new jobs in our Na
tion over the last 10 or 15 years, our 
plan includes the boldest targeted in
centives for small business in history. 
We propose a permanent investment 
tax credit for the smallest firms in this 
country, with revenues under $5 mil
lion. That is about 90 percent of the 
firms in America, employing about 40 
percent of the work force, but creating 
a big majority of the net new jobs in 
more than a decade. 

We propose new rewards for entre
preneurs to take new risks. We propose 
to give small business access to all the 
new technologies of our time, and we 
propose to attack this credit crunch, 
which has denied small business the 
credit they need to flourish and pros
per. 

With a new network of community 
development banks, and $1 billion to 
make the dream of enterprise zones 
real, we propose to bring new hope and 
new jobs to storefronts and factories 
from south Boston to south Texas to 
south-central Los Angeles. 

This plan invests in our roads, our 
bridges, our transit systems, in high
speed railways, and high-tech informa
tion systems, and it provides the most 
ambitious environmental cleanup in 
partnership with State and local gov
ernment of our time, to put people to 
work and to preserve the environment 
for our future. 

Standing as we are on the edge of a 
new century, we know that economic 
growth depends as never before on 
opening up new markets overseas and 
expanding the volume of world trade. 
And so we will insist on fair trade rules 
in international markets as a part of a 
national economic strategy to expand 
trade, including the successful comple
tion of the latest round of world trade 
talks and the successful completion of 
a North American Free Trade Agree
ment with appropriate safeguards for 
our workers and for the environment. 
At the same time, and I say this to you 
in both parties and across America to
night, all the people who are listening, 
it is not enough to pass a budget or 
even to have a trade agreement. The 
world is changing so fast that we must 
have aggressive targeted attempts to 
create the high-wage jobs of the future. 
That is what all our competitors are 

doing. Special attention to those criti
cal industries that are going to explode 
in the 21st century, but are in trouble 
in America today, like aerospace. We 
must provide special assistance to 
areas and to workers displaced by cuts 
in the defense budget and by other un
avoidable economic dislocations. 

Again I will say that we must do this 
together. I pledge to you that I will do 
my best to see that business and labor 
and government work together for a 
change. 

But all of our efforts to strengthen 
the economy will fail-let me say this 
again, I feel so strongly about this----all 
of our efforts to strengthen the econ
omy will fail unless we also take this 
year, not next year, not 5 years from 
now, but this year, bold steps to reform 
our health care system. 

In 1992 we spent 14 percent of our in
come on health care, more than 30 per
cent more than any other country in 
the world, and yet we were the only ad
vanced nation that did not provide a 
basic package of health care benefits to 
all of its citizens. Unless we change the 
present pattern, 50 percent of the 
growth in the deficit between now and 
the year 2000 will be in heal th care 
costs. By the year 2000 almost 20 per
cent of our income will be in health 
care. Our families will never be secure, 
our businesses will never be strong, and 
our Government will never again be 
fully solvent until we tackle the health 
care crisis. We must do it this year. 

The combination of the rising cost of 
care and the lack of care and the fear 
of losing care are endangering the secu
rity and the very lives of millions of 
our people, and they are weakening our 
economy every day. Reducing health 
care costs can liberate literally hun
dreds of billions of dollars for new in
vestment in growth and jobs. Bringing 
health costs in line with inflation 
would do more for the private sector in 
this country than any tax cut we could 
give and any spending program we 
could promote. Reforming health care 
over the long run is critically essential 
to reducing not only our deficit, but to 
expanding investment in America. 

Later this spring, after the First 
Lady and many good people who are 
helping her all across the country com
plete their work, I will deliver to Con
gress a comprehensive plan for health 
care reform that finally will bring 
costs under control and provide secu
rity to all of our families, so that no 
one will be denied the coverage they 
need, but so that our economic future 
will not be compromised either. We 
will have to root out fraud and over
charges and make sure that paperwork 
no longer chokes your doctor. We will 
have to maintain the highest American 
standards, and the right to choose, and 
a system that is the world's finest for 
all those who can access it. But first 
we must make choices. We must choose 
to give the American people the qual-
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ity they demand and deserve with a 
system that will not bankrupt the 
country or further drive more Ameri
cans into agony. 

Let me further say that I want to 
work with all of you on this. I realize 
this is a complicated issue. But we 
must address it. And I believe if there 
is any chance that Democrats or Re
publicans who disagree on taxes or 
spending or anything else can agree on 
one thing, surely we can all look at 
these numbers and go home and tell 
our people the truth-we cannot con
tinue these spending patterns in public 
or private dollars for health care for 
less and less and less every year. We 
can do better. 

Perhaps the most fundamental 
change the new direction I propose of
fers is its focus on the future and its 
investment which I seek in our chil
dren. Each day we delay really making 
a commitment to our children carries a 
dear cost. Half of the two-year-olds in 
this country today don't receive the 
immunizations they need against dead
ly diseases. Our plan will provide them 
for every eligible child, and we know 
now that we will save $10 later for 
every $1 we spend by eliminating pre
ventable childhood diseases. That is a 
good investment no matter how you 
measure it. 

The Women, Infants, and Children 
nutrition program will be expanded so 
that every expectant mother who needs 
the help gets it. 

We all know that Head Start, a pro
gram that prepares children for school, 
is a success story. We all know that it 
saves money. But today it just reaches 
barely over a third of all the eligible 
children. Under this plan every eligible 
child will be able to get a head start. 
This is not just the right thing to do, it 
is the smart thing to do. For every dol
lar we invest today, we will save three 
tomorrow. We have to start thinking 
about tomorrow. I've heard that some
where before. 

We have to ask more in our schools, 
of our students, our teachers, our prin
cipals, our parents. Yes, we must give 
them the resources they need to meet 
high standards. But we must also use 
the authority and the influence and the 
funding of the Education Department 
to promote strategies that really work 
in learning. Money alone is not enough. 
We have to do what really works to in
crease learning in our schools. 

All of our high school graduates need 
some further education in order to be 
competitive in this global economy, so 
we have to establish a partnership be
tween businesses and education and the 
Government for apprenticeship pro
grams in every State in this country to 
give our people the skills they need. 

Lifelong learning will benefit not 
just young high school graduates, but 
workers too throughout their careers. 
The average 18-year-old today will 
change jobs seven times in a lifetime. 

We have done a lot in this country on 
worker training in the last few years, 
but the system is too fractured. We 
must develop a unified, simplified, sen
sible, streamlined worker training pro
gram so that workers receive the train
ing they need, regardless of why they 
lost their jobs or whether they simply 
need to learn something new to keep 
them. We have got to do better than 
this. 

Finally, I propose a program that got 
a great response from the American 
people all across this country last year, 
a program of national service to make 
college loans available to all Ameri
cans, and to challenge them at the 
same time to give something back to 
their country-as teachers, or police 
officers, or as community service 
workers. To give them the option to 
pay the loans back, but at tax time, so 
they can't beat the bill, but to encour
age them instead to pay it back by 
making their country stronger and 
making their country better, and giv
ing us the benefit of their time. 

A generation ago when President 
Kennedy proposed and the United 
States Congress embraced the Peace 
Corps, it defined the character of a 
whole generation of Americans com
mitted to serving people around the 
world. In this national service program 
we will provide more than twice as 
many slots for people before they go to 
college to be in national service than 
ever served in the Peace Corps. This 
program could do for this generation of 
Members of Congress what the Land 
Grant College Act did and what the 
G.I. Bill did for former Congressmen. In 
the future historians who got their 
education through the national service 
loan will look back on you and thank 
you for giving America a new lease on 
life if you meet this challenge. 

If we believe in jobs and we believe in 
learning, we must believe in rewarding 
work. If we believe in restoring the val
ues that make America special, we 
must believe that there is dignity in all 
work, and there must be dignity for all 
workers. To those who care for our 
sick, who tend our children, who do our 
most difficult and tiring jobs, the new 
direction I propose will make this sol
emn, simple commitment: by expand
ing the refundable earned income tax 
credit, we will make history. We will 
reward the work of millions of working 
poor Americans by realizing the prin
ciple that if you work 40 hours a week 
and you have got a child in the house, 
you will no longer be in poverty. 

Later this year we will offer a plan to 
end welfare as we know it. I have 
worked on this issue for the better part 
of a decade, and I know from personal 
conversations with many people, that 
no one, no one wants to change the 
welfare system as badly as those who 
are trapped in it. 

I want to offer the people on welfare 
the education, the training, the child 

care, and the health care they need to 
get back on their feet. But, say, after 2 
years, they must get back to work, too, 
in private business if possible, in public 
service if necessary. We have to end 
welfare as a way of life and make it a 
path to independence and dignity. 

Our next great goal should be to 
strengthen our families. I compliment 
the Congress for passing the Family 
and Medical Leave Act as a good first 
step, but it is time to do more. This 
plan will give this country the tough
est child support enforcement system 
it has ever had. It is time to demand 
that people take responsibility for the 
children they bring into this world. 

I ask you to help to protect our fami
lies against the violent crime which 
terrorizes our people and which tears 
our communities apart. We must pass a 
tough crime bill. I support not only the 
bill which did not quite make it to the 
President's desk last year, but also an 
initiative to put 100,000 more police of
ficers on the street, to provide boot 
camps for first-time nonviolent offend
ers, for more space for the hardened 
criminals in jail, and I support an ini
tiative to do what we can to keep guns 
out of the hands of criminals. Let me 
say this: I will make you this bargain; 
if you will pass the Brady bill, I will 
sure sign it. 

Let me say now we should move to 
the harder parts. I think it is clear to 
every American, including every Mem
ber of Congress of both parties, that 
the confidence of the people who pay 
our bills in our institutions in Wash
ington is not high. We must restore it. 
We must begin again to make govern
ment work for ordinary taxpayers, not 
simply for organized interest groups. 
And that beginning will start with real 
political reform. 

I am asking the United States Con
gress to pass a real campaign finance 
reform bill this year. I ask you to in
crease the participation of the Amer
ican people by passing the motor-voter 
bill promptly. I ask you to deal with 
the undue influence of special interests 
by passing a bill to end the tax deduc
tion for lobbying and to act quickly to 
require all the people who lobby you to 
register as lobbyists by passing the lob
bying registration bill. 

Believe me, they were cheering that 
last section at home. I believe lobby re
form and campaign finance reform are 
a sure path to increased popularity for 
Republicans and Democrats alike, be
cause it says to the voters back home, 
this is your House, this is your Senate. 
We are your hired hands, and every 
penny we draw is your money. 

Next to revolutionize government we 
have to ensure that we live within our 
means, and that should start at the top 
and with the White House. In the last 
few days I have announced a cut in the 
White House staff of 25 percent, saving 
approximately $10 million. I have or
dered administrative cuts in budgets of 
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agencies and departments. I have cut 
the Federal bureaucracy, or will over 
the next 4 years, by approximately 
100,000 positions, for a combined sav
ings of S9 billion. 

It is time for government to dem
onstrate in the condition we are in 
that we can be as frugal as any house
hold in America. And that is why I also 
want to congratulate the Congress. I 
noticed in meeting with the leadership 
today that Congress cut its cost. I 
think that is important. I think it will 
send a very clear signal to the Amer
ican people. 

But if we really want to cut spend
ing, we are going to have to do more. 
And some of it will be difficult. To
night I call for an across-the-board 
freeze in Federal Government salaries 
for 1 year. Thereafter, during this 4-
year period, I recommend that salaries 
rise at one point lower than the cost
of-li ving allowance normally involved 
in Federal pay increases. 

Next I recommend that we make 150 
specific budget cuts, as you know, and 
that all those who say we should cut 
more be as specific as I have been. 

Finally, let me say to my friends on 
both sides of the aisle, it is not enough 
simply to cut government. We have to 
rethink the whole way it works. When 
I became President I was amazed at 
just the way the White House worked 
in ways that added lots of money to 
what taxpayers had to pay, outmoded 
ways that didn't take maximum advan
tage of technology and did not do 
things that any business would have 
done years ago to save taxpayers 
money. So I want to bring a new spirit 
of innovation into every government 
department. I want to push education 
reform, as I said, not just to spend 
more money, but to really improve 
learning. Some things work and some 
things don't. We ought to be subsidiz
ing the things that work, and discour
aging the things that don't. 

I would like to use that Superfund to 
clean up pollution for a change, and 
not just pay lawyers. 

We must use Federal bank regulators 
to protect the security and safety of 
our financial institutions, but they 
should not be used to continue the 
credit crunch and to stop people from 
making sensible loans. 

I would like for us to not only have 
welfare reform, but to reexamine the 
whole focus of all of our programs that 
help people, to shift them from entitle
ment programs to empowerment pro
grams. In the end, we want people not 
to need us any more, and I think that 
is important. 

But in the end, we have to get back 
to the deficit. For years, there has been 
a lot of talk about it, but very few 
credible efforts to deal with it. And 
now I understand why, having dealt 
with the real numbers for 4 weeks. But 
I believe this plan does. It tackles the 
budget deficit seriously, and over the 

long term. It puts in place one of the 
biggest deficit reductions and one of 
the biggest changes in Federal prior
i ties, from consumption to investment, 
in the history of this country at the 
same time over the next four years. 

Let me say to all the people watching 
us tonight who will ask me these ques
tions beginning tomorrow as I go 
around the country, who have asked it 
in the past, we are not cutting the defi
cit just because experts say it is the 
thing to do or because it has some in
trinsic merit. We have to cut the defi
cit because the more we spend paying 
off the debt, the less tax dollars we 
have to invest in jobs, in education, 
and the future of this country. And the 
more money we take out of the pool of 
available savings, the harder it is for 
people in the private sector to borrow 
money at affordable interest rates for a 
college loan for their children, for a 
home mortgage, or to start a new busi
ness. That is why we have got to reduce 
the debt, because it is crowding out 
other activities that we ought to be en
gaged in and that the American people 
ought to be engaged in. 

We cut the deficit so that our chil
dren will be able to buy a home, so that 
our companies can invest in the future, 
in retraining its workers, and so that 
our government can make the kinds of 
investments we need to be a stronger 
and smarter and safer Nation. 

If we don't act now, you and I might 
not even recognize this government 10 
years from now. If we just stay with 
the same trends of the last 4 years, by 
the end of the decade the deficit will be 
$635 billion a year, almost 80 percent of 
our gross domestic product. And pay
ing the interest on that debt will be 
the costliest government program of 
all. We will still be the world's largest 
debtor. And when Members of Congress 
come here, they will be devoting over 
20 cents on the dollar to interest pay
ments, more than half of the budget to 
health care and to other entitlements, 
and you will come here and deliberate 
and argue over 6 or 7 cents on the dol
lar, no matter what America's prob
lems are. 

We will not be able to have the inde
pendence we need to chart the future 
that we must, and we will be terribly 
dependent on foreign funds for a large 
portion of our investment. 

This budget plan, by contrast, will by 
1997 cut $140 billion in that year alone 
from the deficit, a real spending cut, a 
real revenue increase, a real deficit re
duction, using the independent num
bers of the Congressional Budget Of
fice. 

Well, you can laugh, my fellow Re
publicans, but I will point out that the 
Congressional Budget Office was nor
mally more conservative about what 
was going to happen and closer to right 
than previous Presidents have been. I 
did this so that we could argue about 
priorities with the same set of num
bers. 

I did this so no one could say I am es
timating my way out of this difficulty. 
I did this because if we can agree to
gether on the most prudent revenues 
we are likely to get if the recovery 
stays and we do right things economi
cally, then it will turn out better for 
the American people than we say. In 
the last 12 years, because there were 
differences over the revenue estimates, 
you and I know that both parties were 
given greater elbow room for irrespon
sibility. This is tightening the rein on 
the Democrats as well as the Repub
licans. Let's at least argue about the 
same set of numbers so the American 
people will think we are being straight 
with them. 

As I said earlier, my recommendation 
makes more than 150 difficult reduc
tions to cut the Federal spending by a 
total of $246 billion. We are eliminating 
programs that are no longer needed, 
such as nuclear power research and de
velopment. We are slashing subsidies 
and cancelling wasteful projects. Many 
of these programs were justified in 
their time. A lot of them are difficult 
for me to recommend reduction in. 
Some really tough ones for me person
ally. I recommend that we reduce in
terest subsidies to the Rural Electric 
Administration. This is a difficult 
thing for me to recommend. But I 
think that I cannot exempt the things 
that exist in my State or in my experi
ence if I ask you to ·deal with things 
that are difficult for you to deal with. 
We are going to have no sacred cows, 
except the fundamental abiding inter
ests of the American people. 

I have to say that we all know our 
government has been just great at 
building programs. The time has come 
to show the American people that we 
can limit them, too. We cannot only 
start things, but we can actually stop 
things. As we restructure our military 
forces to meet the new threats of the 
post-Cold War World, it is true that we 
can responsibly reduce our defense 
budget. And we may all doubt what 
that range of reduction is. But let me 
say that as long as I am President, I 
will do everything I can to make sure 
that the men and women who serve 
under the American Flag will remain 
the best trained, the best prepared, the 
best equipped fighting force in the 
world, and every one of you should 
make that solemn pledge. We still have 
responsibilities around the world. We 
are the world's only superpower. This 
is still a dangerous and uncertain time. 
And we owe it to the people in uniform 
to make sure that we adequately pro
vide for the national defense and for 
their interests and needs. 

Backed by an effective national de
fense and a stronger economy, our Na
tion will be prepared to lead a world 
challenge, as it is everywhere, by eth
nic conflicts, by the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction, by the 
global democratic revolution, and by 
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challenges to the health of our global 
environment. 

I know this economic plan is ambi
tious, but I honestly believe it is nec
essary for the continued greatness of 
the United States. And I think it is 
paid for fairly, first by cutting govern
ment, then by asking the most of those 
who benefited the most in the past, and 
by asking more Americans to contrib
ute today so that all of us can prosper 
tomorrow. 

For the wealthiest, those earning 
more than $180,000 per year, I ask you 
who are listening tonight to support a 
raise in the top rate for Federal income 
taxes from 31 to 36 percent. We rec
ommend a 10 percent surtax on in
comes over $250,000 a year. And we rec
ommend closing some loopholes that 
let some people get away without pay
ing any tax at all. 

For businesses with taxable incomes 
in excess of $10 million, we recommend 
a raise in the corporate tax rate also to 
36 percent, as well as a cut in the de
duction for business entertainment ex
penses. 

Our plan seeks to attack tax sub
sidies that actually reward companies 
more for shutting their operations 
down here and moving them overseas 
than for staying here and reinvesting 
in America. I say that as someone who 
believes that American companies 
should be free to invest around the 
world and as a former Governor who 
actively sought investment of foreign 
companies in my State. But the Tax 
Code should not express a preference to 
American companies for moving some
where else, and it does in particular 
places today. 

We will seek to ensure that through 
effective tax enforcement, foreign cor
porations who do make money in 
America simply pay the same taxes 
that American companies make on the 
same income. 

To middle-class Americans who have 
paid a great deal for the last 12 years, 
and from whom I ask a contribution to
night, I will say again, as I did on Mon
day night, you are not going alone any
more, you are certainly not going first, 
and you are not going to pay more for 
less as you have too often in the past. 

I want to emphasize the facts about 
this plan: 98.8 percent of America's 
families will have no increase in their 
income-tax rates, only 1.2 percent at 
the top. 

Let me be clear: There will also be no 
new cuts in benefits for Medicare. As 
we move towards the fourth year with 
the explosion in health care costs, as I 
said, expected to account for 50 percent 
of the growth in the deficit between 
now and the year 2000, there must be 
planned cuts in payments to providers, 
to doctors, to hospitals, to labs, as a 
way of controlling heal th care costs. 
But I see these only as a stopgap until 
we can reform the entire health care 
system. If you will let me do that, we 

can be fair to the providers and to the 
consumers of health care. 

Let me repeat this, because I know it 
matters to a lot of you on both sides of 
the aisle. This plan does not make a 
recommendation for new cuts in Medi
care benefits for any beneficiary. 

Secondly, the only change we are 
making in Social Security is one that 
has already been publicized. The plan 
does ask older Americans with higher 
incomes who do not rely solely on So
cial Security to get by to contribute 
more. This plan will not affect the 80 
percent of Social Security recipients 
who do not pay taxes on Social Secu
rity now. Those who do not pay tax on 
Social Security now will not be af
fected by this plan. 

Our plan does include a broad-based 
tax on energy. And I want to tell you 
why I selected this and why I think it 
is a good idea. I recommend that we 
adopt a BTU tax on the heat content of 
energy as the best way to provide us 
with revenue to lower the deficit, be
cause it also combats pollution, pro
motes energy efficiency, promotes the 
independence economically of this 
country, as well as helping to reduce 
the debt, and because it does not dis
criminate against any area. Unlike a 
carbon tax, it is not too hard on the 
coal States. Unlike a gas tax, it is not 
too tough on people who drive a long 
way to work. Unlike an ad valorem 
tax, it doesn't increase just when the 
price of an energy source goes up. And 
it is environmentally responsible. It 
will help us in the future, as well as in 
the present, with the deficit. 

Taken together, these measures will 
cost an American family with an in
come of about $40,000 a year less than 
$17 a month. It will cost American fam
ilies with incomes under $30,000 noth
ing because of other programs we pro
pose, principally those raising the 
earned income tax credit. 

Because of our publicly stated deter
mination to reduce the deficit, if we do 
these things we will see the continu
ation of what has happened just since 
the election. Just since the election, 
since the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, and others have 
begun to speak out publicly in favor of 
a tough deficit-reduction plan, interest 
rates have continued to fall long-term. 
That means that, for the middle class 
who will pay something more each 
month, if they have any credit needs or 
demands, their increased energy costs 
will be more than offset by lower inter
ests costs for mortgages, consumer 
loans, and credit cards. This can be a 
wise investment for them and their 
country now. 

I would also point out what the 
American people already know, and 
that is because we are a big vast coun
try, where we drive long distances, we 
have maintained far lower burdens on 
energy than any other advanced coun-

try. We will still have far lower bur
dens on energy than any other ad
vanced country, and these will be 
spread fairly, with real attempts to 
make sure that no cost is imposed on 
families with income under $30,000, and 
that the costs are very modest until 
you get into the higher income groups 
where the income taxes trigger in. 

Now I ask all of you to consider this. 
Whatever you think of the tax pro
gram, whatever you think of the spend
ing cuts, consider the cost of not 
changing. Remember the numbers that 
you all know. If we just keep on doing 
what we are doing, by the end of the 
decade we will have a $650-billion-a
year deficit. If we just keep on doing 
what we are doing, by the end of the 
decade 20 percent of our national in
come will go to health care every year, 
twice as much as any other country on 
the face of the globe. If we just keep on 
doing what we are doing, over 20 cents 
on the dollar will have to go to service 
the debt. 

Unless we have the courage now to 
start building our future and stop bor
rowing from it, we are condemning our
selves to years of stagnation, inter
rupted by occasional recessions; to 
slow growth in jobs, to no more growth 
in incomes, to more debt, to more dis
appointment. 

Worse yet, unless we change, unless 
we increase investment and reduce the 
debt, to raise productivity so that we 
can generate both jobs and incomes, we 
will be condemning our children and 
our children's children to a lesser life 
than we enjoyed. 

Once Americans looked forward to 
doubling their living standards every 25 
years. At present productivity rates, it 
will take 100 years to double living 
standards, until our grandchildren's 
grandchildren are born. I say that is 
too long to wait. 

Tonight the American people know 
we have to change. But they are also 
likely to ask me tomorrow, and all of 
you for t.he weeks and months ahead, 
whether we have the fortitude to make 
the changes happen in the right way. 

They know that as soon as I leave 
this Chamber and you go home, various 
interest groups will be out in force lob
bying against this or that piece of this 
plan, and that the forces of conven
tional wisdom will offer 1,000 reasons 
why we well ought to do this, but we 
just can't do it. Our people will be 
watching and wondering, not to see 
whether you disagree with me on a par
ticular issue, but just to see whether 
this is going to be business as usual, or 
a real new day. Whether we are all 
going to conduct ourselves as if we 
know we are working for them. 

We must scale the walls of the peo
ple's skepticism. Not with our words, 
but with our deeds. After so many 
years of gridlock and indecision, after 
so many hopeful beginnings and so few 
promising results, the American people 
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are going to be harsh in their judg
ments of all of us if we fail to seize this 
moment. 

This economic plan can't please ev
erybody. If the package is picked apart, 
there will be something that will anger 
each of us. It won't please anybody. 
But if it is taken as a whole, it will 
help all of us. 

So I ask you all to begin by resisting 
the temptation to focus only on a par
ticular spending cut you don't like or 
some particular investment that 
wasn't made. And nobody likes the tax 
increases. But let's just face facts: For 
20 years, through administrations of 
both parties, incomes have stalled and 
debt has exploded and productivity has 
not grown as it should. We cannot deny 
the reality of our condition. We have 
got to play the hand we were dealt and 
play it as best we can. 

My fellow Americans, the test of this 
plan cannot be what is in it for me. It 
has got to be what is in it for us. 

If we work hard, and if we work to
gether, if we rededicate ourselves to 
creating jobs, to rewarding work, to 
strengthening our families, to re
inventing our Government, we can lift 
our country's fortunes again. 

Tonight I ask everyone in this Cham
ber, every American, to look simply 
into your own heart, to spark your own 
hopes, to fire your own imagination. 
There is so much good, so much possi
bility, so much excitement in this 
country now, that if we act boldly and 
honestly, as leaders should, our legacy 
will be one of prosperity and progress. 
This must be America's new direction. 
Let us summon the courage to seize it. 

Thank you. God bless America. 
[Applause, the Members rising.] 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 5:05 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of their reading clerks, 
announced that the House has agreed 
to the following concurrent resolution, 
in which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 39. A concurrent resolution 
providing for a joint session of Congress to 
receive a message from the President. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of 15 United 
States Code 1024(a), and the order of 
the House of Thursday, February 4, 
1993, authorizing the Speaker and the 
minority leader to accept resignations 
and to make appointments authorized 
by law or by the House, the Speaker on 
February 4, 1993, appointed as members 
of the Joint Economic Committee the 
following Members on the part of the 
House: Representatives ARMEY, 
SAXTON, Cox, and RAMSTAD. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills and joint resolution, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2. An act to establish national voter 
registration procedures for Federal elec
tions, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 750. An act to extend the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1979 and to authorize ap
propriations under that act for fiscal years 
1993 and 1994; and 

H.J. Res. 101. A joint resolution to des
ignate February 21 through February 27, 
1993, as "National FFA Organization Aware
ness Week." 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the first 

and second times by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2. An act to establish national voter 
registration procedures for Federal elec
tions, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 378. A bill to amend the provisions of ti

tles 5 and 10, United States Code, to provide 
for the extension of certain annuity benefits 
for widow, widowers, and former spouses 
under Federal employee and military retire
ment systems, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 379. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to increase the rollover pe
riod on principal residences for taxpayers 
whose assets are frozen in financial institu
tions; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. CHAFEE, and Mr. 
DURENBERGER): 

S. 380. A bill to establish a Department of 
Environmental Protection, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. · 

By Mr. DASCHLE: 
S. 381. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to make permanent, and to 
increase to 100 percent, the deduction of self
employed individuals for health insurance 
costs; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr. 
RIEGLE, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. BRADLEY, 
Mr. RoCKEFELLER, Mr. DASCHLE, and 
Mr. CONRAD) (by request): 

S. 382. A bill to extend the emergency un
employment compensation program, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. SIMON): 

S. 383. A bill to shift Impact Aid funding 
responsibility for military connected chil
dren from the Department of Education to 
the Department of Defense; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. DOLE, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. DOMEN
IC!, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. MURKOW
SKI, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. COHEN, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. GOR
TON, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. DANFORTH, 
and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 384. A bill to increase the availability of 
credit to small businesses by eliminating im
pediments to securitization and facilitating 
the development of a secondary market in 

small business loans, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and Mr. 
LEVIN): 

S. 385. A bill to change the tariff classifica
tion for light trucks; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mr. PRESSLER): 

S.J. Res. 48. A joint resolution to designate 
February 21 through February 27, 1993, as 
"National FFA Organization Awareness 
Week"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 378. A bill to amend the provisions 

of titles 5 and 10, United States Code, 
to provide for the extension of certain 
annuity benefits for widow, widowers, 
and former spouses under Federal em
ployee and military retirement sys
tems, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

MILITARY SPOUSES EQUITY ACT OF 1993 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation to 
correct an inequity which exists for 
surviving spouses of the members of 
our Armed Forces and Federal employ
ees. 

Currently, the spouse of a soldier 
who is entitled to a survivor annuity 
faces termination of benefits if a re
marriage occurs before age 55. Clearly 
this is sound policy when the annu
itant had been married to the deceased 
soldier for a short period of time. 
Under those circumstances, a surviving 
widow or widower would not reason
ably expect to be a long-term bene
ficiary of a survivor annuity upon re
marriage before age 55. However, it is 
my belief that if the marriage was for 
a period of 20 years or more before the 
soldier dies, then a person entitled to 
the survivor benefits should not be 
punished by a termination of those 
benefits if there is a remarriage before 
age 55. 

Service in the Armed Forces is a 
noble profession and calls for great sac
rifice by those who wear the uniform 
and their spouses. Oftentimes, a sol
dier's assignment is to a distant post 
and separation from one's spouse dur
ing this time can be a difficult experi
ence. Even on those occasions when the 
spouse moves to be with the soldier on 
or off the base, it calls for compromise 
and patience for the married couples. 

The defense of our Nation and service 
to this great country is essential to our 
national security interests. The moral 
support and encouragement of a spouse 
is a valuable asset that receives little 
recognition. 

On a number of occasions, I have 
heard from surviving spouses of our 
soldiers who have told me that they 
had long supported their husband or 
wife during difficult times for the sol
dier in their military career. Yet, they 
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believe they are being unduly punished 
for continuing with their lives in nor
mal and predictable fashion after the 
death of their soldier spouse. Although 
a small concession for losing a loved 
one, they would receive a survivor an
nuity but only if they did not remarry 
before age 55. 

I believe that this legislation will 
provide recognition to those who serve 
that their Government will honor their 
commitment and continue annuity 
payments to their surviving spouse 
who had stood by them for so many 
years during their military career. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation and ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD in this entirety follow
ing my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 378 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN SURVIVOR 

ANNUITIES UNDER THE FEDERAL 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM. 

(a) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM.
Section 8341 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended-

(!) in subsection (b)(3)(B) by inserting be
fore the period ", unless the marriage of the 
widow or widower and the employee or the 
Member {upon whom the entitlement of such 
annuity is based) is a period of 20 years or 
more"; 

(2) in clause (ii) at the end of subsection (d) 
by inserting before the period ", unless the 
marriage of the widow or widower and the 
employee or the Member {upon whom the en
titlement of such annuity is based) is a pe
riod of 20 years or more"; and 

(3) in subsection (h){3)(B)-
(A) in clause (i) by inserting after "55 years 

of age" the following: "(unless the marriage 
of the widow or widower and the employee or 
the Member, upon whom the entitlement of 
such annuity is based, is a period of 20 years 
or more)"; and 

(B) in clause (ii) by inserting after "former 
spouse remarries" the following: ''(unless the 
marriage of the widow or widower and the 
Member, upon whom the entitlement of such 
annuity is based, is a period of 20 years or 
more)". 

(b) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYS
TEM.-(!) Section 8442(d)(l)(B) of title 5, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by inserting be
fore the period ", unless the marriage of the 
widow or widower and the employee or the 
Member {upon whom the entitlement of such 
annuity is based) is a period of 20 years or 
more". 

(2) Section 8445(c)(2) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
"55 years of age" the following: "(unless the 
marriage of the widow or widower and the 
employee or the Member, upon whom the en
titlement of such annuity is based, is a pe
riod of 20 years or more)". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective on 
and after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and shall apply with regard to a widow 
or widower who remarries before becoming 55 
years of age on or after such date of enact
ment. 

SEC. 2. CONTINUATION OF PAYMENT OF SURVI· 
VOR BENEFIT PLAN ANNUI1Y UPON 
REMARRIAGE UNDER THE MILITARY 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1450(b) of title 10, 
United States Code, as amended-

(!) by inserting "(l)" after "(b)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) Notwithstanding the second sentence 

of paragraph (1), in the case of a widow, or 
former spouse who was married for 20 years 
or more to a person to whom section 1448 of 
this title applies, payment of annuity to that 
widow, widower, or former spouse after the 
death of such person shall not be terminated 
pursuant to that sentence by reason of a re
marriage of the widow, widower, or former 
spouse before reaching 55 years of age.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Paragraph (2) of sec
tion 1450(b) of title 10, United States Code, 
shall take effect on the date of the enact
ment of this Act and shall apply with respect 
to remarriages described in such paragraph 
that occur on or after such date. 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 379. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
rollover period on principal residences 
for taxpayers whose assets are frozen 
in financial institutions; to the Cam
mi ttee on Finance. 

ROLLOVER EXTENSION ACT OF 199'J 

•Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the bill 
I am introducing today will provide 
temporary relief to individuals in 
Rhode Island who were required to pay 
tax on the sale of their principal resi
dence as a result of the State's banking 
crisis. 

Under the. Internal Revenue Code, 
homeowners may defer the payment of 
tax on the sale of their principle resi
dence by purchasing a new one within 
2 years. This 2-year requirement can 
only be extended under specific cir
cumstances, and the IRS does not have 
the authority to waive it to take into 
consideration extraordinary situations 
such as occurred in Rhode Island. 

Many Rhode Islanders who sold their 
homes over the last 2 years had placed 
the cash proceeds from the sale in a 
Rhode Island financial institution that 
was subsequently closed when the Gov
ernor declared a bank holiday on Janu
ary 1, 1991. As a result, these individ
uals could not gain access to their 
downpayments and thus were unable to 
purchase a new principal residence 
within the 2-year period required to 
avoid paying the tax. 

My bill extends the normal 2-year 
rollover period by the amount of time 
that their money was frozen in a closed 
institution. With this additional time, 
Rhode Islanders will now be able to 
take advantage of the tax deferral that 
would have been available to them had 
the bank holiday not occurred. 

Without this legislation, Rhode Is
landers who are already victims of my 
State's banking crisis will also be pe
nalized by the 2-year rollover rule. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup
porting this bill so that we can enact it 
early this year and spare these individ
uals this unfair penalty.• 

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. CHAFEE, and 
Mr. DURENBERGER): . 

S. 380. A bill to establish a Depart
ment of Environmental Protection, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

ACT 
•Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to ele
vate the EPA to a Cabinet-level De
partment and thereby establish a new 
Department of the Environment. I am 
very pleased to be joined by my col
leagues Senator WELLSTONE, Senator 
CHAFEE, and Senator DURENBERGER. 

I strongly believe that our Federal 
planning and decisionmaking on do
mestic and international environ
mental issues must come from an orga
nization with Cabinet-level stature be
cause the protection of the environ
ment is one of our top priorities. In the 
years to come we will see the nations 
of the world getting together to reach 
agreement on the important environ
mental issues that affect us all. During 
these negotiations it is important that 
our chief negotiator have Cabinet sta
tus. It is also critically important from 
the competitive point of view because 
global competition must be bound by 
the same strict environmental rules 
lest our firms be disadvantaged by oth
ers who are producing products cheap 
and dirty. 

My colleague, Senator GLENN, and I 
worked very hard in the last Congress 
to pass an EPA elevation bill. Unfortu
nately we were unable to reach an 
agreement with the House of Rep
resentatives. This year the new admin
istration has indicated its support for a 
Department of the Environment and 
Senator GLENN has reintroduced the 
legislation that we passed in the Sen
ate on October 1, 1991. 

Mr. President, you might wonder 
why last year's bill is not good enough 
today. To answer that question, I note 
that our former effort contained essen
tially two distinct parts. The first part 
was elevation of the EPA to Cabinet
level status. The second part was a se
ries of environmental proposals such as 
a Bureau of Environmental Statistics, 
a National Academy of Sciences study 
on data collection, an international en
ergy conference, and the establishment 
of a commission to study our environ
mental laws espoused by the chairman 
of the Governmental Affairs Commit
tee. 

For the last two Congresses, the sec
ond part has prevented the first part 
from achieving enactment into law. Is
sues extraneous to elevating EPA drew 
fire; they whet the appetite of other 
Members to add their own extraneous 
provisions; they serve as cover for 
some who oppose elevating EPA by al
lowing them to take issue with these 
extraneous proposals. 

Of course, every Senator who offers 
an extraneous amendment believes it 
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to be a good idea. The problem is that 
everyone in Congress might not agree. 
So if we adopt a strategy allowing good 
extraneous amendments to be added 
and bad ones to be opposed, there is no 
way to distinguish a good from a bad 
except by voting. In the last· Congress, 
we adopted this strategy with the re
sult that a controversial amendment 
which the chairman opposed was added 
to the Senate floor. The amendment 
then served as an impediment to the 
House action. 

So if it is time that we learned from 
our mistakes in parliamentary strat
egy. If we do not initiate and pursue a 
clean-bill strategy-one restricted to 
elevating EPA, we have no basis on 
which to oppose Senate amendments 
and House amendments as bad extra
neous amendments. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I am intro
ducing today what I call a clean bill, 
one whose only purpose is to elevate 
EPA. It is time to decide whether ele
vating EPA merits our allegiance or 
whether it is merely a circumstance to 
be used to force extraneous amend
ments upon unwilling Members of Con
gress. 

I think ·we all realize how precious 
our environment is to us and how im
portant it is that we be its guardians. 
We must demand the highest form of 
responsibility and action. The environ
mental legacy we leave for future gen
erations depends on the right decisions 
being made today-and I hope you will 
agree with me that those decisions 
must be made by supporting a clean 
and simple Department of Environ
mental Protection bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my statement. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 380 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Department 
of Environmental Protection Act". 
TITLE 1-REDESIGNATION OF ENVIRON

MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AS DE
PARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRO
TECTION 

SEC. 101. REDESIGNATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY AS DEPART· 
MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC· 
TION. 

(a) REDESIGNATION.-The Environmental 
Protection Agency is redesignated as the De
partment of Environmental Protection 
(hereinafter in this Act referred to as the 
"Department"), and shall be an executive de
partment in the executive branch of the Gov
ernment. The Department shall be 
headquartered at the seat of Government. 
The official acronym of the Department 
shall be "D.E.P.". 

(b) SECRETARY OF THE ENVIRONMENT.-(1) 
There shall be at the head of the Department 
a Secretary of Environmental Protection 
(hereinafter in this Act referred to as the 

"Secretary") who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate. 

(2) OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY.-The Office 
of the Secretary shall consist of the Sec
retary and the Deputy Secretary appointed 
under subsection (d), and may include an Ex
ecutive Secretary. 

(c) TRANSFER.-The functions, powers, and 
duties of the Administrator, other officers 
and employees of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency, and the various offices and 
agencies of the Environmental Protection 
Agency are transferred to and vested in the 
Secretary. 

(d) DEPUTY SECRETARY.-There shall be in 
the Department a Deputy Secretary of Envi
ronmental Protection, who shall be ap
pointed by the President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate. The Deputy 
Secretary shall perform such functions as 
the Secretary shall prescribe, and shall act 
as the Secretary during the absence or dis
ability of the Secretary or in the event of a 
vacancy in the Office of the Secretary. 

(e) DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY.-Except as 
provided in this Act and other existing laws, 
the Secretary may delegate any functions, 
including the making of regulations, to such 
officers and employees of the Department as 
the Secretary may designate, and may au
thorize such successive redelegations of such 
functions within the Department as the Sec
retary considers to be necessary or appro
priate. 
SEC. 102. ASSISTANT SECRETARIES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITIONS.-There 
shall be in the Department such number of 
Assistant Secretaries, not to exceed 10, as 
the Secretary shall determine, each of 
whom-

(1) shall be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate; and 

(2) shall perform such functions as the Sec
retary shall prescribe. 

(b) FUNCTIONS.-The Secretary shall assign 
to each Assistant Secretary of the Depart
ment such functions as the Secretary consid
ers appropriate. 

(c) DESIGNATION OF FUNCTIONS PRIOR TO 
CONFIRMATION.-Whenever the President sub
mits the name of an individual to the Senate 
for confirmation as an Assistant Secretary 
under this section, the President shall state 
the particular functions of the Department 
(as assigned by the Secretary under sub
section (b)) such individual will exercise 
upon taking office. 
SEC. 103. DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARIES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITIONS.-There 
shall be in the Department 20 Deputy Assist
ant Secretaries, or such number as the Sec
retary determines is appropriate. 

(b) APPOINTMENTS.-Each Deputy Assistant 
Secretary-

(1) shall be appointed by the Secretary; and 
(2) shall perform such functions as the Sec

retary shall prescribe. 
(c) CAREER SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.-At 

least one-half of positions established under 
subsection (a) and filled by subsection (b) 
shall be in the career Senior Executive Serv
ice. 

(d) FUNCTIONS.-Functions assigned to an 
Assistant Secretary under section 102(b) may 
be performed by one or more Deputy Assist
ant Secretaries appointed to assist such As
sistant Secretary. 
SEC. UM. OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL. 

(a) GENERAL COUNSEL.-There shall be in 
the Department the Office of the General 
Counsel. There shall be at the head of such 
office a General Counsel who shall be ap-

pointed by the President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate. The General 
Counsel shall be the chief legal officer of the 
Department and shall provide legal assist
ance to the Secretary concerning the pro
grams and policies of the Department. 
SEC. 105. OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL. 

The Office of Inspector General of the En
vironmental Protection Agency, established 
in accordance with the Inspector General 
Act of 1978 (5 U .S.C. App.), is redesignated as 
the Office of Inspector General of the Depart
ment of Environmental Protection. 
SEC. 106. REGIONAL ADMINISTRATORS. 

There shall be in the Department not more 
than 11 regional administrators, ea.ch of 
whom shall be appointed by the Secretary. 
Political affiliation or political qualification 
may not be the primary factor taken into ac
count in connection with the appointment of 
any person to a position as a regional admin
istrator of the Department. Ea.ch regional 
administrator sha.11-

(1) perform in accordance with applicable 
law such of the functions transferred or dele
gated to or vested in the Secretary as the 
Secretary shall prescribe in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act and other applica
ble law; and 

(2) implement program policies and prior
ities as established by the Secretary, Assist
ant Secretaries, and Deputy Secretaries. 
SEC. 107. CONTINUING PERFORMANCE OF FUNC

TIONS. 
(a) REDESIGNATION OF POSITIONS.-(1) The 

Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency is redesignated as the Secretary 
of the Department of Environmental Protec
tion. 

(2) The Deputy Administrator of such 
agency is redesignated as the Deputy Sec
retary of the Department of Environmental 
Protection. 

(3) Each Assistant Administrator of such 
agency is redesignated as an Assistant Sec
retary of the Department. 

(4) The General Counsel of such agency is 
redesignated as the General Counsel of the 
Department. 

(5) The Inspector General of such agency is 
redesignated as the Inspector General of the 
Department. 

(b) NOT SUBJECT TO RENOMINATION OR RE
CONFIRMATION.-An individual serving at the 
pleasure of the President in a position that 
is redesignated by subsection (a) may con
tinue to serve in and perform functions of 
that position after the date of the enactment 
of this Act without renomination by the 
President or reconfirmation by the Senate. 
SEC. 108. REFERENCES. 

Reference in any other Federal law, Execu
tive order, rule, regulation, reorganization 
plan, or delegation of authority, or in any 
document---

(1) to the Environmental Protection Agen
cy is deemed to refer to the Department of 
Environmental Protection; 

(2) to the Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency is deemed to refer 
to the Secretary of Environmental Protec
tion; 

(3) to the Deputy Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency is deemed to 
refer to the Deputy Secretary of Environ
mental Protection; and 

(4) to an Assistant Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency is deemed 
to refer to the corresponding Assistant Sec
retary of the Department of Environmental 
Protection who is assigned the functions of 
that Assistant Administrator. 
SEC. 109. SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 

(a) CONTINUING EFFECT OF LEGAL Docu
MENTS.-All orders, determinations, rules, 
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regulations, permits, grants, contracts, cer
tificates, licenses, privileges, and other ad
ministrative actions-

(!) which have been issued, made, granted 
o allowed to become effective by the Presi
dent, the Administrator or other authorized 
official of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, or by a court of competent jurisdic
tion, which relate to functions of the Admin
istrator or any other officer or agent of the 
Environmental Protection Agency actions; 
and 

(2) which are in effect at the time this Act 
takes effect; 
shall continue in effect according to their 
terms until modified, terminated, super
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance 
with law· by the President, the Secretary, or 
other authorized official, by a court of com
petent jurisdiction, or by operation of law. 

(b) PROCEEDINGS NOT AFFECTED.-This Act 
shall not affect any proceeding, proposed 
rule, or application for any license, permit, 
certificate, or financial assistance pending 
before the Environmental Protection Agency 
at the time this Act takes effect, and such 
proceedings and applications shall be contin
ued. Orders shall be issued in such proceed
ings, appeals shall be taken therefrom, and 
payments shall be made pursuant to such or
ders, as if this Act had not been enacted, and 
orders issued in any such proceedings shall 
continue in effect until modified, termi
nated, superseded, or revoked by a duly au
thorized official, by a court of competent ju
risdiction, or by operation of law. Nothing in 
this subsection prohibits the discontinuance 
or modification of any such proceeding under 
the same terms and conditions and to the 
same extent that such proceeding could have 
been discontinued or modified if this Act had 
not been enacted. 

(C) SUITS NOT AFFECTED.-This Act shall 
not affect suits commenced before the effec
tive date of this Act, and in all such suits 
proceedings shall be had, appeals taken, and 
judgments rendered in the same manner and 
with the same effect as if this Act had not 
been enacted. 

(d) NONABATEMENT OF ACTIONS.-No suit, 
action, or other proceeding commenced by or 
against the Environmental Protection Agen
cy, or by or against any individual in the of
ficial capacity of such individual as an offi
cer of the Environmental Protection Agency, 
shall be abated by reason of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(e) PROPERTY AND RESOURCES.-The con
tracts, liabilities, records, property, and 
other assets and interests of the Environ
mental Protection Agency shall, after the ef
fective date of this Act, be considered to be 
contracts, liabilities, records, property, and 
other assets and interests of the Depart
ment. 
SEC. 110. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESSION.-Section 
19(d)(l) of title 3, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end thereof the following: ", Secretary of 
Environmental Protection". 

(b) DEFINITION OF DEPARTMENT IN CIVIL 
SERVICE LAWS.-Section 101 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

"The Department of Environmental Pro
tection.". 

(c) COMPENSATION, LEVEL !.-Section 5312 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"Secretary of Environmental Protection.". 
(d) COMPENSATION, LEVEL II.-Section 5313 

of title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking "Administrator of Environmental 

Protection Agency" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Deputy Secretary of Environmental 
Protection". 

(e) COMPENSATION, LEVEL IV.-Section 5315 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking "Inspector General, Envi
ronmental Protection Agency" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Inspector General, Depart
ment of Environmental Protection"; 

(2) by striking each reference to an Assist
ant Administrator, or Assistant Administra
tors. of the Environmental Protection Agen
cy; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"Assistant Secretaries, Department of En
vironmental Protection. 

"General Counsel, Department of Environ
mental Protection.". 

(f) INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT.-The Inspector 
General Act of 1978 is amended-

(1) in section 11(1)-
(A) by inserting "Environmental Protec

tion," after "Energy,"; and 
(B) by striking "Environmental Protec

tion,"; and 
(2) in section 11(2)-
(A) by inserting "Environmental Protec

tion," after "Energy,"; and 
(B) by striking "the Environmental Pro

tection Agency.". 
SEC. 111. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND

MENTS. 
After consultation with the Committee on 

Government Operations of the House of Rep
resentatives, the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs of the Senate, and other ap
propriate committees of the Congress, the 
Secretary shall prepare and submit to the 
Congress proposed legislation containing 
technical and conforming amendments to 
the laws of the United States, to reflect the 
changes made by this Act. Such proposed 
legislation shall be submitted not later than 
1 year after the effective date of this Act. 
TITLE II-ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 201. ACQUISITION OF COPYRIGHTS AND 
PATENTS. 

The Secretary may acquire any of the fol
lowing rights if the property acquired there
by is for use by or for, or useful to, the De
partment: 

(1) Copyrights, patents, and applications 
for patents, designs, processes, and manufac
turing data. 

(2) Licenses under copyrights, patents, and 
applications for patents. 

(3) Releases, before suit is brought, for past 
infringement of patents or copyrights. 
SEC. 202. GIFl'S AND BEQUESTS. 

The Secretary may accept, hold, admin
ister, and utilize gifts, bequests, and devises 
of real or personal property for the purpose 
of aiding or facilitating the work of the De
partment. Gifts, bequests, and devises of 
money and proceeds from sales of other prop
erty received as gifts, bequests, or devises 
shall be deposited in the Treasury and shall 
be available for disbursement upon the order 
of the Secretary. 
SEC. 203. OFFICIAL SEAL OF DEPARTMENT. 

On and after the effective date of this Act, 
the seal of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, with appropriate changes, shall be 
the official seal of the Department, until 
such time as the Secretary may cause an of
ficial seal to be made for the Department of 
such design as the Secretary shall approve. 
SEC. 204. USE OF LIKENESS OF OFFICIAL SEAL 

OF DEPARTMENT. 
(a) DISPLAY OF SEAL.-Whoever knowingly 

displays any printed or other likeness of the 
official seal of the Department, or any fac-

simile thereof, in or in connection with, any 
advertisement, poster. circular, book, pam
phlet, or other publication, public meeting, 
play, motion picture, telecast, or other pro
duction, or on any building, monument, or 
stationery, for the purpose of conveying, or 
in a manner reasonably calculated to con
vey. a false impression of sponsorship or ap
proval by the Government of the United 
States or by any department, agency, or in
strumentality thereof, shall be fined not 
more than $250 or imprisoned not more than 
6 months, or both. 
(b)~UFACTURE,REPRODUCTION, SALE, OR 

PURCHASES FOR RESALE.-Except as author
ized under regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary and published in the Federal Reg
ister, whoever knowingly manufactures, re
produces, sells, or purchases for resale, ei
ther separately or appended to any article 
manufactured or sold, any likeness of the of
ficial seal of the Department or any substan
tial part thereof (except for manufacture or 
sale of the article for the official use of the 
Government of the United States), shall be 
fined not more than $250 or imprisoned not 
more than 6 months, or both. 

(c) INJUNCTIONS.-A violation of subsection 
(a) or (b) may be enjoined by an action 
brought by the Attorney General in the ap
propriate district court of the United States. 
The Attorney General shall file such an ac
tion upon request of the Secretary or any au
thorized representative of the Secretary. 
SEC. 205. USE OF STATIONERY, PRINTED FORMS, 

AND SUPPLIES OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY. 

The Secretary shall ensure that, to the ex
tent practicable, existing stationery, printed 
forms, and other supplies of the Environ
mental Protection Agency are used to carry 
out functions of the Department before pro
curing new stationery, printed forms, and 
other supplies for the Department.• 
• Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to cosponsor this legisla
tion to make the Environmental Pro
tection Agency a Cabinet department. I 
want to commend the distinguished 
ranking Republican member of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, Sen
ator ROTH, for introducing this bill. 

Mr. President, over the past 5 years I 
have many times urged the Senate to 
take this step. 

I first introduced a bill to elevate 
EPA to Cabinet status on June 28, 1988. 
I was joined on that bill by several Re
publican colleagues including Senator 
JOHN CHAFEE, the ranking Republican 
member of the Environment and Public 
Works Committee which has the prin
cipal oversight role on EPA programs 
here in the Senate. 

Also on that bill was Senator RICH
ARD LUGAR, the ranking Republican 
member of the Agriculture Committee 
which has jurisdiction over the pes
ticide programs administered by EPA. 
Other Republican Senators, including 
Senator ROTH, Senator Robert Staf
ford, and Senator John Heinz, joined on 
that bill. All of the cosponsors were 
Republican Senators. 

Our purpose was to send a message to 
George Bush about the environment. 
We were in the midst of a Presidential 
campaign in June, 1988. But at that 
date serious debate on the environ
mental issues had not begun. We 
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thought George Bush should be talking 
about environmental issues and we be
lieved that a proposal to elevate EPA 
to Cabinet rank would be a good way to 
get the discussion going. In addition, 
several of the cosponsors were running 
for reelection to the Senate and it was 
a way to signal that environmental is
sues were important to us. 

After preparing the bill, we ap
proached the Bush campaign to see if 
we could get Mr. Bush's endorsement of 
our proposal. Word came back that he 
would not endorse it. He indicated that 
he had an open mind on whether or not 
EPA should be a part of the Cabinet. 
But the first thing he wanted to do was 
to reduce the size of the Cabinet by re
moving some officials who sat at the 
table. Only after the size of the Cabinet 
was trimmed, would he want to take up 
the question of new members. And 
President Bush did trim the size of the 
Cabinet during his first weeks in office. 

Even though we could not secure Mr. 
Bush's endorsement of the bill, we in
troduced it and pressed the case for ele
vation of EPA to departmental rank. 
Ironically, the Democratic candidate 
for President in 1988, Mr. Dukakis, en
dorsed the bill in midsummer. Environ
mental issues did play an important 
role in that Presidential campaign and 
significant commitments on specific is
sues were made by both of the can
didates. 

When the lOlst Congress convened in 
January 1989, I introduced the EPA 
Cabinet bill a second time. By then the 
effort had become bipartisan. Congress
man Jim Florio, now the Governor of 
New Jersey, introduced the bill on the 
House side and on the Senate side the 
distinguished Senator from New Jer
sey, Senator LAUTENBERG, became the 
principal cosponsor. S. 276 had 25 Sen
ate cosponsors when it was introduced 
in January 1989. 

But we still hadn't persuaded Presi
dent Bush, and it was, afterall, his Cab
inet. His support was critical. Bill 
Reilly who was selected by President 
Bush to head EPA was a strong advo
cate of Cabinet status and let the 
President know his views before he was 
appointed. We discussed the issue with 
Mr. Reilly at the time of his confirma
tion. And we were again told that 
President Bush had not foreclosed the 
option, but didn't think that it was 
time to endorse it either. 

It fell to the chairman of the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee, Sen
ator GLENN, to take the issue to the 
President. I believe that Senator 
GLENN became a convert to this cause 
in the summer of 1989. He took up the 
issue with the President personally and 
negotiated the details of an elevation 
proposal with various officials from the 
administration. 

In January 1990, President Bush gave 
the nod to a Department of the Envi
ronment and Senator GLENN intro
duced his bill, S. 2006, implementing 

his discussions with the administra
tion. A companion bill was introduced 
on the House side by Representative 
JOHN CONYERS, chairman of the House 
Government Operations Committee. 

Upon securing the endorsement of 
the President, I had expected the legis
lative path for this bill would be clear 
and enactment would follow shortly. 
Elevating an existing agency to depart
mental status is a simple proposition. 
There was strong bipartisan support 
for the bill. The chairmen of the com
mittees with jurisdiction took up the 
issue and introduced their own bills. 
So, it seemed that Cabinet status 
might be enacted quickly. 

But as sometimes happens, the legis
lation was loaded down with amend
ments in the House and the Senate 
that were controversial and on which 
there was strong disagreement. Those 
controversies killed the bill in the lOlst 
Congress. 

In the 102d, Senator GLENN again in
troduced a bill and reported it prompt
ly for consideration in the Senate. Al
though the bill passed the Senate late 
in the first session and was sent to the 
House, it failed to get consideration in 
that body. Although there was broad 
support for the policy decision, there 
was unexplained inertia in the legisla
tive process suggesting perhaps that 
the majority in Congress did not wish 
to give President Bush any new accom
plishments in the environmental field. 

Although the legislative hurdles have 
been difficult, the underlying proposal 
is simple. This bill takes what is now 
an executive branch agency created by 
President Nixon in 1970 and makes it a 
Cabinet department headed by a Sec
retary of the Environment. 

The principal benefit to be gained by 
putting EPA at the Cabinet table is to 
involve the President directly in set
ting environmental policies. It is a 
well-known fact that President Reagan 
had little interest in environmental is
sues. He kept EPA and its mission at a 
distance and I believe the quality of 
EPA's work and the quality of the en
vironmental legislation enacted during 
the Reagan administration suffered as 
a result. 

President Bush and Bill Reilly 
changed that history. Their work to 
produce the Clean Air Act Amend
ments of 1990 is an example of why the 
President should be involved in these 
questions. By all accounts, it was the 
President's decision to support clean 
air legislation that broke a 10-year 
deadlock here in the Congress on the 
issue of acid rain and allowed a com
prehensive reauthorization of the Clean 
Air Act to become law. 

One might conclude from this exam
ple that Presidents can choose to in
volve themselves on environmental is
sues without EPA in the Cabinet. That 
is true. But we can go beyond the ex
ample set by one President by estab
lishing that commitment as an institu-

tional arrangement which assures ac
cess and involvement by every Presi
dent in the future. 

A second concern is the relationship 
between the environmental agency and 
the other Cabinet departments. Unfor
tunately, some of our worst polluters 
are agencies and departments of the 
U.S. Government. We have big prob
lems with hazardous wastes sites at 
Defense and Energy facilities. It may 
cost DOE as much as $30 billion to 
come into compliance with environ
mental laws at its currently operating 
facilities and many times that amount 
to cleanup the residue of previous ac
tivities. 

EPA needs to be on an equal footing 
with those departments as the cleanup 
efforts at Federal facilities are de
signed and carried out. 

There is a third dimension of the re
lationship issue which can be cited in 
support of this legislation. Environ
mental protection is a growing aspect 
of our international relations. We will 
increasingly see agreements like that 
recently signed to protect the ozone 
layer which reflect an international 
commitment to solve global environ
mental problems. Many of our most 
difficult environmental problems-air 
pollution, global warming, and marine 
protection-can only be dealt with in 
an international context. 

We are encouraged by the strong role 
that the United States took in develop
ing the ozone protocol. Al though we 
have fallen behind the aggressive pos
ture of some other nations on the larg
er question of global warming, Cabinet 
rank for EPA may be just the kind of 
signal which is needed to bring the 
whole of the executive branch into seri
ous consideration of policies that can 
avert the calamity that current trends 
foreshadow. And surely our voice in the 
international arena will be stronger if 
it is the voice of a Cabinet Secretary 
with direct access to the President. 

On this point it is interesting to note 
that environmental protection is a 
Cabinet function in almost every devel
oped and many developing nations. 
Ministries of the Environment are to 
be found in Australia, Austria, Bel
gium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, West 
Germany, India, Ireland, Japan, Lux
embourg, Malaysia, Mexico, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Norway, the Phil
ippines, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, 
the United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.R. 
Among the OECD nations we stand 
with Italy as one of the few who have 
not made environmental protection a 
ministerial function. 

A review of the Cabinets of the Amer
ican States would demonstrate the 
same point. In governments in many 
places and under many different cir
cumstances, environmental protection 
is accorded the highest rank in the 
councils which make and implement 
policy. 

Elevation of EPA to Cabinet rank 
has broad public support. It is endorsed 
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by all of the major environmental or
ganizations. All of the previous EPA 
administrators are in favor of Cabinet 
status and urge us to adopt this bill. 
President Clinton is in support of the 
bill as was his Republican predecessor. 

Mr. President, it is time to elevate 
the environmental function of the Na
tional Government to Cabinet rank.• 

By Mr. DASCfilE: 
S. 381. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to make perma
nent, and to increase to 100 percent, 
the deduction of self-employed individ
uals for health insurance costs; to the 
Committee on Finance. 
SELF-EMPLOYED HEALTH INSURANCE ACT OF 1993 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Senate Finance Com
mittee, I have become increasingly 
aware of inequities for small businesses 
in our Federal tax laws. This is par
ticularly ironic, given the often-re
peated claim that small business is the 
backbone of our country. 

One of the many ways that our tax 
system discriminates against small 
business is in denying the self-em
ployed a deduction for their health in
surance expenses. Corporations may 
deduct 100 percent of the costs of pro
viding health insurance for their em
ployees, but the self-employed, whether 
they operate as sole proprietorships or 
as partnerships, have only been per
mitted to deduct 25 percent of the cost 
of health insurance for themselves and 
their families. What's more, the 25 per
cent deduction expired on June 30, 1992. 
Unless we reinstate the deduction, the 
self-employed will have to shoulder the 
full cost of their health insurance. 

The importance of the deduction for 
health insurance costs has grown sub
stantially in recent years due to tre
mendous increases in health care costs 
generally. The annual double-digit in
creases in health care costs have far 
outstripped the rate of inflation and 
led to similar increases in the cost of 
health insurance. Corporations, which 
frequently are in a better position to 
absorb cost increases, may fully deduct 
the greater insurance expenses, while 
the self-employed must pay these costs 
with after-tax dollars. In some cases, 
this may mean forfeiting health insur
ance altogether. 

Last year, Congress passed legisla
tion that would have extended the tem
porary 25 percent deduction. Unfortu
nately, the President vetoed the legis
lation containing that extension, and 
the self-employed with health insur
ance policies may now be left with a 
higher tax burden as a result. I think it 
is time we put the self-employed on an 
equal footing with corporations. There
fore, I am introducing today legislation 
that would establish a full 100 percent 
deduction for health insurance costs 
paid by the self-employed. In addition, 
my bill would make the deduction per
manent, as it is for corporations. If my 

bill is enacted, the self-employed will 
no longer have to worry each year that 
their deduction for health insurance 
costs may be completely eliminated. 

Of course, consideration of this meas
ure should in no way diminish the im
portance of or divert our attention 
away from the ultimate goal of a com
plete overhaul of our health care sys
tem. Only through such comprehensive 
restructuring of our system can we 
guarantee all citizens access to afford
able, quality coverage while reining in 
skyrocketing health costs. We must 
not take our eyes off of this goal. 

However, the measure I am introduc
ing today recognizes the reality that 
such a comprehensive health care re
form plan will take time to pass and 
implement. Many self-employed indi
viduals cannot wait that long; they are 
perilously close to losing their insur
ance or simply cannot afford coverage 
in the first place. I believe we have a 
responsibility to do all we can now to 
help these individuals, and that is ex
actly what my bill is designed to do. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 381 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF SELF· 

EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS. 
(a) DEDUCTION MADE PERMANENT.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 162(1) of the Inter

nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to special 
rules for health insurance costs of self-em
ployed individuals) is amended by striking 
paragraph (6). 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
llO(a) of the Tax Extension Act of 1991 is 
amended by striking paragraph (2). 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax
able years ending after June 30, 1992. 

(b) INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF DEDUCTION.
(!) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (1) of section 

162(1) of such Code is amended by striking 
"25 percent of". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax
able years beginning after December 31, 1992. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, 
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
BRADLEY, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. CONRAD) 
(by request): 

S. 382. A bill to extend the emergency 
unemployment compensation program, 
and for other purposes; to the Cammi t
tee on Finance. 

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
AMENDMENTS OF 1993 

•Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce at the request of 
President Clinton a bill that has enor
mous importance for the 300,000 Amer
ican workers and their families who 
each month are exhausting their regu
lar State unemployment compensation 
benefits. 

Senators will recall that in Novem
ber 1991 the Congress passed a law es
tablishing a temporary Federal emer
gency unemployment compensation 
program. This was not new. We have 
enacted similar temporary programs in 
recessions over the last three decades. 
As we had done before, we determined 
that there needed to be additional 
weeks of benefits for those long-term 
unemployed workers who were victims 
of recession, and who had exhausted 
the 26 weeks of benefits ordinarily pay
able under the regular State programs. 
And last July, when the emergency 
program was due to expire, we voted to 
extend it through March 6 of this year. 

At that time we hoped that the Na
tion's employment picture would im
prove sufficiently so that no further 
action would be required. Unfortu
nately, that has not turned out to be 
the case. The Nation's unemployment 
rate now stands at 7.1 percent, higher 
even than the 6.9 percent rate that pre
vailed when the program was first en
acted. There are now 9 million unem
ployed American workers. 

As Deputy Commissioner Barron of 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics pointed 
out earlier this month, unemployment 
is at the same level as it was a year 
ago, and the pace of job growth has 
been slow compared with previous re
coveries. 

By this stage of the typical postwar 
recovery, 22 months after the trough of 
the recession, a total of 3.7 million new 
payroll jobs had been created. A scant 
498,000 jobs have been produced this 
time around. 

About one-half of the decline in the 
unemployment rate, from a peak of 7.8 
percent in June 1992, to 7 .1 percent in 
January, is simply the result of 466,000 
workers leaving the labor force. Indeed, 
had the labor force grown at its usual 
pace since June 1992 instead of falling, 
1 million additional Americans would 
be counted as officially unemployed 
now, and the unemployment rate in 
January would have been little 
changed from last June's level. 

Al though the economic indicators 
are improving, and unemployment may 
be expected to decline slowly in the 
months to come, that improvement 
will not come in time to help those 
who face today's weak job market. Ac
cordingly, we cannot allow the present 
program of emergency benefits to ex
pire at this time. 

The President has asked that the 
present program be extended through 
the end of the fiscal year, to October 2, 
1993. Workers who exhaust their regu
lar State benefits on or before that 
date will be eligible for up to 26 weeks 
of benefits in States with high unem
ployment, and 20 weeks in all other 
States. These are the same numbers of 
weeks of benefits for which they are el
igible under current law. 

As part of this same bill, the Presi
dent is also proposing a measure to 
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speed the return of long-term unem
ployed workers to full-time employ
ment. The Secretary of Labor will as
sist States in implementing a so-called 
profiling program that identifies dis
located workers receiving unemploy
ment compensation who are in particu
lar need of help in finding new jobs. 
These individuals, who otherwise may 
face very long-term unemployment, 
can then be given job search assist
ance, or can be referred to an appro
priate job training program. 

Mr. President, this bill invokes the 
emergency spending authority that 
was established in the 1990 budget 
agreement. That agreement requires 
both the President and the Congress to 
concur in designating any spending as 
an emergency requirement. In the past 
the Congress willingly agreed to des
ignate as emergency spending certain 
costs associated with Operation Desert 
Storm. These were one-time costs to 
deal with a specific, critical situation. 

This is also a critical situation, but 
for American workers here at home-
those whose regular unemployment 
benefits have run out and who can't 
pay the mortgage, or can't afford to 
take a sick child to the doctor. 

To underscore the urgency of this 
measure, Senators need only to recall 
the announcement by Sears in January 
that it will soon be cutting 50,000 jobs, 
or nearly 15 percent of the company's 
merchandising staff. Added to that are 
upcoming cuts by General Motors of 
18,000 jobs; by Boeing of 30,000 jobs; by 
McDonnell Douglas of 10,200 jobs. And 
IBM has announced a cut of 25,000 jobs, 
with a possibility of another 15,000 to 
come. 

Mr. President, the Committee on Fi
nance will be holding hearings tomor
row, as will be House Committee on 
Ways and Means. I hope we will send 
this bill to the President as quickly as 
possible. There must be no failure on 
the part of this institution and of thjs 
Government to ensure continued pay
ment of these emergency unemploy
ment benefits. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be included in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 382 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Emergency 
Unemployment Compensation Amendment 
of 1993". 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY UNEMPWY

MENTCOMPENSATIONPROGRAM 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Sections 102(!)(1) and 

106(a)(2) of the Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-
164, as amended) are each amended by strik
ing "March 6, 1993" and inserting "October 2, 
1993". 

(b) MODIFICATION TO FINAL PHASE-OUT.
Paragraph (2) of section 102(!) of such Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking "March 6, 1993" and insert
ing "October 2, 1993", and 

(2) by striking "June 19, 1993" and insert
ing "January 15, 1994". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Paragraph 
(1) of section lOl(e) of such Act is amended 
by striking "March 6, 1993" each place it ap
pears and inserting "October 2, 1993". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to weeks be
ginning after March 6, 1993. 
SEC. 3. TREATMENT OF RAILROAD WORKERS. 

(a) ExTENSION OF PROGRAM.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (1) and (2) of 

section 501(b) of the Emergency Unemploy
ment Compensation Act of 1991 (Public Law 
102-164, as amended) are each amended by 
striking "March 6, 1993" and inserting "Oc
tober 2, 1993". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
501(a) of such Act is amended by striking 
"March 1993" and inserting "October 1993". 

(b) TERMINATION OF BENEFITS.-Section 
501(e) of such Act is amended-

(1) by striking "March 6, 1993" and insert
ing "October 2, 1993", and 

(2) by striking "June 19, 1993" and insert
ing "January 15, 1994". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to weeks be
ginning after March 6, 1993. 
SEC. 4. PROFILING OF NEW CLAIMANTS. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-The Secretary of 
Labor shall establish a program for encour
aging the adoption and implementation by 
all States of a system of profiling all new 
claimants for regular unemployment com
pensation (including new claimants under . 
each State unemployment compensation law 
which is approved under the Federal Unem
ployment Tax Act (26 U.S.C. 3301-3311) and 
new claimants under Federal unemployment 
benefit and allowance programs adminis
tered by the State under agreements with 
the Secretary of Labor), to determine which 
claimants may be likely to exhaust regular 
unemployment compensation and may need 
reemployment assistance services to make a 
successful transition to new employment. 

(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES.-The 
Secretary of Labor shall provide technical 
assistance and advice to the States in the de
velopment of model profiling systems and 
the procedures for such systems. Such tech
nical assistance and advice shall be provided 
by the utilization of such resources as the 
secretary deems appropriate, and the proce
dures for such profiling systems shall include 
the effective utilization of automated data 
processing. 

(C) FUNDING OF ACTIVITIES.-For purposes 
of encouraging the development and estab
lishment of model profiling systems in the 
States, the Secretary of Labor shall provide 
to each State, from funds available for this 
purpose, such funds as may be determined by 
the Secretary to be necessary. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Within 30 
months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Labor shall report 
to the Congress on the operation and effec
tiveness of the profiling systems adopted by 
the States, and the Secretary's recommenda
tion for continuation of the systems and any 
appropriate legislation. 

(e) STATE.-For purposes of this section, 
the term "State" has the meaning given 
such term by section 3306(j)(l) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The provisions of this 
section shall take effect on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
nonrepayable advances to the account for 

"Advances to the Unemployment Trust Fund 
and Other Funds" in the Department of 
Labor Appropriations Acts (for transfer to 
the "extended unemployment compensation 
account" established by section 905 of the 
Social Security Act) such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the 
amendments made by section 2 of this Act. 
SEC. 8. EMERGENCY DESIGNATION. 

Pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) and 
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, the Congress 
hereby designates all direct spending 
amounts provided by this Act (for all fiscal 
years) and all appropriations authorized by 
this Act (for all fiscal years) as emergency 
requirements within the meaning of part C 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985.• 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I strong
ly support the legislation to extend the 
Emergency Unemployment Compensa
tion Program. The Emergency Unem
ployment Compensation Program is 
critical to meeting the lingering 
human costs of the recession. We can
not allow this program to expire. 

We are currently in a jobs recession 
that is among the longest in the past 50 
years. It has taken a harsh toll on our 
people. Since the recession began, two 
million jobs have been lost. Over 15 
million Americans are unemployed. 
Millions more work in part-time jobs 
that are inadequate to meet their fami
lies' needs. 

Recent announcements by General 
Motors, Sears, and IBM represent dev
astating losses and are dramatic evi
dence of the fundamental problems 
that exist in this country. But it is not 
just major corporations that are facing 
difficulties in this economy: small- and 
medium-sized businesses have not been 
growing the way we want them to. 

The Emergency Unemployment Com
pensation Program is an important 
weapon in combatting the effects of the 
recession. We need to enact this legis
lation quickly. But, more must be done 
to develop a long-term economic strat
egy that allows us to regain our eco
nomic strength and put Americans . 
back to work. I will continue to work 
with the Clinton administration to get 
our economy back on track. 

I commend the chairman of the Fi
nance Committee, Senator MOYNIHAN, 
for offering this important legislation 
and I commend the President for mak
ing this bill a top priority. I urge my 
colleagues to help pass this bill quickly 
so our working people have the re
sources to weather this difficult eco
nomic time. 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. JEFFORDS, and 
Mr. SIMON): 

S. 383. A bill to shift impact aid fund
ing responsibility for military con
nected children from the Department 
of Education to the Department of De
fense; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

MILITARY DEPENDENTS EDUCATION ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the chil
dren of our military personnel . are 
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being shortchanged when it comes to 
education. Despite a $270 billion budg
et, the Department of Defense has lit
tle responsibility for the education of 
military children who live on bases 
throughout our country, but attend 
school within the community where 
the base is located. School districts 
find themselves in a double-bind when 
a Federal activity, such as the oper
ation of a military base, results in an 
increased number of children to edu
cate and a depleted tax base from 
which to draw support for their · edu
cation. 

On the Federal level we established 
the Impact Aid Program to provide fi
nancial assistance to such school dis
tricts. The reality, though, is that im
pact aid is underfunded and our chil
dren are underserved. Local commu
nities have been forced to absorb the 
costs of educating military children, 
and frequently the result is a dimin
ished education for all children in a 
district. 

President Clinton has articulated a 
new covenant between the American 
people and our Government which can 
be summed up in two words: oppor
tunity and responsibility. To my mind, 
our job in Congress is to help make 
good on that pledge and I believe an ex
cellent place to begin is with the edu
cation of children whose parents serve 
in the Armed Forces. 

Today, I am introducing the Military 
Dependents Education Act. The bill 
takes a number of steps to expand edu
cational opportunity for military chil
dren. First, it transfers impact aid 
funding responsibility for military de
pendents from the Department of Edu
cation to the Department of Defense, 
where it belongs. And second, the bill 
requires the Department of Defense to 
provide school districts with the finan
cial capacity to adequately serve dis
abled students. 

This second aspect of the legislation 
addresses an area with which I am es
pecially concerned-the effects of mili
tary personnel assignments on behalf 
of families with severely handicapped 
children. The military often confers 
special post-compassionate assign
ments for personnel to area school dis
tricts with outstanding· special needs 
programs. The military, however, does 
not share in the cost of educating these 
children. 

In my own home State of Rhode Is
land, the Middletown school district is 
in perilous financial shape because of 
its outstanding special needs program. 
Middletown's special needs program is 
attractive to many military families 
with disabled children. The military 
makes post-compassionate assign
ments, and as a result, Middletown has 
a number of these students to educate. 
Like many communities Middletown 
welcomes disabled military children, 
but is saddled with a per pupil cost 
that reaches as high as $100,000. 

With a budget nearly 10 times the 
size of the Department of Education, 
the military is in a better position to 
assure military families that their 
children will receive a good, solid edu
cation. It can do that if it begins to 
bear full responsibility for funding the 
education costs of all military chil
dren. 

Mr. President, impact aid is an ex
traordinarily complex program that fo
cuses far too often on the education of 
the children involved, but on the im
pact those children have on a local 
school district. We often do not exam
ine the needs of the children. Instead, 
we attempt to measure how their pres
ence affects the finances of a school 
district. 

Worse still, we inadequately com
pensate school districts for the finan
cial burden they are asked to carry. 
Throughout the past decade, appropria
tions have been insufficient to meet 
the task at hand and I fear that the fu
ture will not be much different. 

During this session of Congress, we 
will be reauthorizing the Impact Aid 
Program. To my mind the time may 
well be at hand to place the Impact Aid 
Program within the Department of De
fense where it might be fashioned to 
meet the needs of these children di
rectly, and not simply recognize their 
existence. The Department of Defense 
accepts responsibility for the housing 
of our soldiers' families, and for their 
health care. It should assume respon
sibility for their education as well. 

Impact aid will be reauthorized. All 
aspects of the program will be dis
cussed and I assure my colleagues and 
the Middletown school district that the 
role of the military in impact aid will 
be given very serious and thoughtful 
consideration. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full text 
of the legislation be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 383 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Military De
pendents Education Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FUNDING RESPONSIBILITY FOR MILITARY 

CONNECTED CHILDREN. 
Title I of the Act of September 30, 1950 

(Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

"FUNDING RESPONSIBILITY FOR MILITARY 
CONNECTED CHILDREN 

"SEC. 8. (a) COMPUTATION OF AMOUNT.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-For the purpose of com

puting the amount which a local educational 
agency is entitled to receive under section 2, 
3 or 4 for military connected children in each 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall determine, 
for each local educational agency receiving 
assistance under t!lis Act, the number of 
children referred to in-

"(A) section 3(a) who reside on a military 
installation; 

"(B) section 3(b)(l) who reside on a mili
tary installation; 

"(C) section 3(b)(2) who have a parent em
ployed on a military installation; and 

"(D) section 3(b)(3). 
"(2) TOTAL AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS.-The 

Secretary shall determine the total amount 
of payments all local educational agencies 
are entitled to receive under section 2, 3 or 4 
for military connected children in each fiscal 
year. 

"(b) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.-From any 
amounts available to the Secretary of De
fense, the Secretary of Defense shall transfer 
to the Secretary of Education in each fiscal 
year the total amount of funds necessary for 
the Secretary of Education to make all of 
the payments described in subsection (a)(2) 
for such fiscal year. 

"(c) SPECIAL RULES.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, funds made available 
by the Secretary of Defense to the Secretary 
of Education for military connected children 
pursuant to subsection (b) shall be-

"(1) the only funds used to make payments 
under section 2, 3 or 4 to local educational 
agencies for military connected children; 
and 

"(2) distributed to such local educational 
agencies in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act which are not inconsistent with

"(A) the provisions of this section; and 
"(B) shifting only the funding responsibil

ity for such military connected children 
from the Department of Education to the De
partment of Defense. 

"(d) DEFINITIONS.-For the purpose of this 
section-

"(1) the term 'military connected children' 
means the children described in subpara
graphs (A) through (D) of subsection (a)(l); 
and 

"(2) the term 'military installation' has 
the same meaning given to such term in sec
tion 2801(c) of title 10, United States Code.". 
SEC. s. MILITARY CONNECTED cmLDREN WITH 

DISABILITIES. 
Subparagraph (C) of section 3(d)(2) of the 

Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, 
Eighty-first Congress) is amended-

(1) by redesignating clauses (ii), (iii) and 
(iv) as clauses (iii), (iv) and (v), respectively; 

(2) in clause (i), by striking "and children 
with specific learning disabilities for whom a 
determination is made under subsection 
(a)(2) or (b)(3)"; 

(3) by inserting after clause (1) the follow
ing new clause: 

"(ii)(!) The amount of an entitlement of 
any local educational agency under this sec
tion for any fiscal year with respect to mili
tary connected children with disabilities and 
for whom such local educational agency is 
providing a program designed to meet the 
special and related needs of such children 
shall be-

"(aa) in the case of any local educational 
agency with respect to which the number of 
such children is determined under subsection 
(a), an amount equal to 100 percent of the av
erage per pupil expenditure in the State or 
such expenditure in the United States, 
whichever is greater, multiplied by the num
ber of such children determined under such 
subsection plus the product obtained with re
spect to such agency under division (bb); and 

"(bb) in any other case, an amount equal 
to 25 percent of the average per pupil expend
iture in the State or such expenditure in the 
United States, whichever is greater, multi
plied by the number of such children deter
mined with respect to such agency for such 
fiscal year under subsection (b). 

"(II) For the purpose of this clause, the 
term 'military connected children with dis
abilities' means individuals who are-
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"(aa) military connected children as such 

term is defined in section 8(d)(l); and 
"(bb) children with disabilities."; 
(4) in clause (111) (as redesignated in para

graph (1)), by striking "division (iii)" and in
serting "division (iv)"; and 

(5) by amending clause (v) (as redesignated 
in paragraph (1)) to read as follows: 

"(v) For the purpose of this subparagraph 
the term 'children with disabilities' means

"(!)children with disabilities as such term 
is defined in section 602(1) of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act; and 

"(II) children with specific learning dis
abilities as such term is defined in section 
602(15) of such Act.".• 
•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I com
mend my colleague from Rhode Island 
for his leadership in legislation that 
shifts the military portion of impact 
aid from the Education Department to 
the Defense Department. I am pleased 
to be an original cosponsor of this bill. 

Impact aid compensates local school 
districts that educate students con
nected with a Federal activity-such as 
a military base-but are not able to tax 
the Federal Government to raise the 
funds to cover the costs of educating 
them. But impact aid generally covers 
only a third of the costs of educating 
military children. This leaves tax
payers with most of the burden, but 
without the tax base to pay for it, and 
hampers local schools' ability to pro
vide all students with the quality edu
cation they deserve. Not only does our 
Federal activity reduce revenue from 
local property taxes, but it can sub
stantially increase the number of stu
dents that local schools must educate. 

By not adequately reimbursing local 
schools for this cost, the Federal Gov
ernment is shortchanging these dis
tricts-and in many areas local tax
payers are taking up the slack. For ex
ample, North Chicago District 187 is 
losing up to $4,000 per year for each 
military child. The people of North 
Chicago have made every effort to pro
vide a quality education for their stu
dents, including passing a referendum 
to raise property taxes to one of the 
highest rates in Illinois. Despite this 
effort, their budget shortfall forced 
them to cut 45 of 140 teachers. High
land Park and other Illinois districts-
as well as school districts throughout 
the country-face similar problems. 
Our students deserve better. 

I have also asked Secretary Aspin to 
consider having the Department of De
fense take over the military portion of 
the Impact Aid Program. The Federal 
defense budget is nearly 10 times larger 
than our education budget. Clearly, 
there is much more room for providing 
adequate funding for this program 
within the defense budget than in the 
already severely underfunded edu
cation budget. In fact, impact aid ap
propriations are approximately the 
same as the cost of one B-2 bomber. 

Mr. President, the cost of educating 
military dependents should be included 
in the defense budget. It is a cost of 
doing business. Ironically, if a military 

base is located where there is no local 
school district, the Defense Depart
ment pays the full cost of educating 
military dependents. If, however, there 
is a local school, the Education Depart
ment barely covers one-third of the 
costs, and the local taxpayers shoulder 
the rest. This must change. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting 
this important legislation.• 

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. BOND, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. NICK
LES, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. MURKOW
SKI, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. GoRTON, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. DANFORTH, and 
Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 384. A bill to increase the avail
ability of credit to small businesses by 
eliminating impediments to 
securitization and facilitating the de
velopment of a secondary market in 
small business loans, and for other pur
poses. 

SMALL BUSINESS LOAN SECURITIZATION AND 
SECONDARY MARKET ENHANCEMENT ACT 

•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, to
night President Clinton will address 
the Congress to present his economic 
program. The President's economic 
stimulus package will probably include 
Government spending programs to im
prove our Nation's infrastructure. 

Before the President presents his eco
nomic program, I would like to let him 
know that the financial infrastructure 
that supports our economy-the Na
tion's banking system-is in dire need 
of repair. 

Credit is the lifeblood of the economy 
and banks are the major arteries that 
channel credit to our Nation's busi
nesses. But we all know that there has 
been a real credit crunch for America's 
small businesses. They cannot get the 
credit essential to buy equipment or 
inventory or to hire new workers. 

The best way to restore the heal th of 
the economy is to provide for a strong 
infusion of credit to the small busi
nesses that are the engine of economic 
growth. So if President Clinton wants 
to improve the infrastructure, I sug
gest that we start by building a bridge 
that links Wall Street with Main 
Street. 

While our small businesses are 
starved for credit, there is no credit 
crunch for home buyers. This is be
cause we have a strong secondary mar
ket in residential mortgages that fa
cilitates the flow of credit from the 
capital markets to those who want to 
finance a home. 

In 1984 Congress removed regulatory 
impediments to selling securities 
backed by pools of residential mort
gages by enacting the Secondary Mort
gage Market Enhancement Act. We 

need to do the same for small busi
nesses by facilitating capital market 
investment in securities backed by 
small business loans. 

Removing unnecessary barriers to 
the development of a secondary market 
in small business loans will help bank
ers, small business borrowers, and in
vestors alike: 

Banks will be able to originate more 
small business loans without having to 
raise additional capital because the 
loans will be sold to investors rather 
than kept on the bank's books. 

Small businesses will gain access to 
the capital markets, making more 
credit available at lower prices. 

Institutional and individual investors 
will be able to fund small businesses by 
purchasing investment grade securities 
backed by small business loans. 

Mr. President, today I am introduc
ing the Small Business Loan 
Securitization and Secondary Market 
Enhancement Act. This legislation re
moves unnecessary barriers in our se
curities, banking, pension, and tax 
laws that deter the development of a 
secondary market in securities backed 
by small business loans. 

The bill removes certain restrictions 
in the margin and securities delivery 
rules under our Federal securities laws 
so that issuers have sufficient time to 
pool small business loans and sell them 
as securities. 

My bill removes impediments under 
State securities laws by permitting is
suers of securities backed by small 
business loans to file a single registra
tion statement with the SEC rather 
than have to spend the time and money 
to register those securities in each of 
the 50 States. 

The bill changes the capital require
ments under our banking laws so that 
financial institutions that sell small 
business loans will not be required to 
hold prohibitively excessive amounts 
of capital against these loans. Instead, 
the bill sets capital requirements that 
more accurately protect banks against 
any potential losses that may arise 
under arrangements used to sell small 
business loans. 

The legislation also removes certain 
restrictions under ERISA [the Em
ployee Retirement Income Securities 
Act] by directing the Secretary of 
Labor to grant an exemption to permit 
financial institutions that manage pen
sion funds to participate in the pooling 
and packaging of small business loans 
for sale as securities. 

My bill also facilitates the sale of 
small business securities by directing 
the Secretary of the Treasury to clar
ify the tax rules relating to these secu
rities. This is the same approach Con
gress took in 1986 when it adopted pro
visions that cover the sale of mortgage 
backed securities-the so-called 
REMIC rules. 

Mr. President, in addition to remov
ing barriers to securi tization of small 
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business loans, this legislation facili
tates the development of a secondary 
market by expanding the number of po
tential investors. 

The legislation amends both the Fed
eral banking laws and State invest
ment laws so that banks, savings asso
ciations, credit unions, insurance com
panies, and pension funds can invest in 
securities backed by small business 
loans that are investment grade. 

Mr. President, any program to im
prove our infrastructure should begin 
with the demolition of the regulatory 
toll booths that clutter our financial 
highways and slow down the delivery of 
the credit that is essential to our eco
nomic recovery. By facilitating the 
securitization of small business loans, 
this legislation builds a badly needed 
bridge with only one destination-a 
strong and growing economy. 

Mr. President, my bill will help small 
businesses obtain badly needed credit, 
but more can be done to provide incen
tives for small businesses to expand 
employment. There are many proposals 
to provide a tax credit for investments 
in plant and equipment. However, these 
investment tax credit proposals ignore 
a business' most valuable asset-the 
employees. I think we should give 
small businesses a tax credit for hiring 
new workers. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ex
cellent article discussing this proposal, 
written by Muriel Siebert, former New 
York State banking superintendent 
and a well-respected member of the se
curities profession, be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 384 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Small Busi
ness Loan Securitization and Secondary 
Market Enhancement Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. SMALL BUSINESS RELATED SECURITY. 

(a) DEFINITION.-Section 3(a) of the Securi
ties Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(53)(A) The term 'small business related 
security' means a security that is rated in 1 
of the 4 highest rating categories by at least 
1 nationally recognized statistical rating or
ganization, and either-

"(i) represents an interest in 1 or more 
promissory notes evidencing the indebted
ness of a small business and originated by an 
insured depository institution (as defined in 
section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act), credit union, insurance company, or 
similar institution which is supervised and 
examined by a Federal or State authority; or 

"(ii) is secured by an interest in 1 or more 
promissory notes (with or without recourse 
to the issuer) and provides for payments of 
principal in relation to payments, or reason-

able projections of payments, on notes meet
ing the requirements of subparagraph (A). 

"(B) For purposes of this paragraph-
"(1) an interest in a promissory note in

cludes ownership rights, certificates of inter
est or participation in such notes, and rights 
designed to assure servicing of such notes, or 
the receipt or timely receipt of amounts pay
able under such notes; and 

"(ii) a small business is a business that 
meets the criteria for a 'small business con
cern' established under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 3(a) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78c(a)) is amended by redesignating 
paragraph (51) defining the term "foreign fi
nancial regulatory authority" as paragraph 
(52) and inserting such paragraph after para
graph (51), defining the term "penny stocks". 
SEC. 3. APPLICABILITY OF MARGIN REQUIRE-

MENTS. 
Section 7(g) of the Securities Exchange Act 

of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78g(g)) is amended by in
serting "or a small business related secu
rity" after "mortgage related security". 
SEC • . 4. BORROWING IN THE COURSE OF BUSI· 

NESS. 
Section 8(a) of the Securities Exchange Act 

of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78h(a)) is amended in the 
last sentence by inserting "or a small busi
ness related security" after "mortgage relat
ed security". 
SEC. 5. SMALL BUSINESS RELATED SECURITIES 

AS COLLATERAL 
Clause (ii) of section ll(d)(l).of the Securi

ties Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78k(d)(l)) 
is amended by inserting "or any small busi
ness related security" after "mortgage relat
ed security" . 
SEC. 6. INVESTMENT BY DEPOSITORY INSTITU· 

TIO NS. 
(a) HOME OWNERS' LOAN ACT AMENDMENT.

Section 5(c)(l) of the Home Owners' Loan Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1464(c)(l)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subparagraph: 

"(S) SMALL BUSINESS RELATED SECURI
TIES.-lnvestments in small business related 
securities (as defined in section 3(a)(53) of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934), subject 
to such regulations as the Director may pre
scri\)e, including regulations concerning the 
minimum size of the issue (at the time of the 
initial distribution) or minimum aggregate 
sales price, or both.". 

(b) CREDIT UNIONS.-Section 107(15) of the 
Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1757(15) 
is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking "or" at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting "or" 
at the end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) are small business related securities 
(as defined in section 3(a)(53) of the Securi
ties Exchange Act of 1934), subject to such 
regulations as the Board may prescribe, in
cluding regulations prescribing the mini
mum size of the issue (at the time of the ini
tial distribution) or minimum aggregate 
sales price, or both;". 

(C) NATIONAL BANKING ASSOCIATIONS.-Sec
tion 5136 of the Revised Statutes (12 U.S.C. 
24) is amended in the last sentence in the 
first full paragraph of paragraph Seventh by 
striking "or (B) are mortgage" and inserting 
the following: "(B) are small business related 
securities (as defined in section 3(a)(53) of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934); or (C) 
are mortgage". 
SEC. 7. PREEMPl'ION OF STATE LAW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 106(a)(l) of the 
Secondary Mortgage Market Enhancement 

Act of 1984 (15 U.S.C. 77r-l(a)(l)) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "or" at the end of subpara
graph (B); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (D); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(C) small business related securities (as 
defined in section 3(a)(53) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934), or". 

(b) OBLIGATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES.
Section 106(a)(2) of the Secondary Mortgage 
Market Enhancement Act of 1984 (15 U.S.C. 
77r-l(a)(2)) is amended-

(!) by striking "or" at the end of su. 
graph (B); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (CJ .s 
subparagraph (D); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(C) small business related securities (as 
defined in section 3(a)(53) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934), or". 

(c) PREEMPTION OF STATE LAWS.-Section 
106(c) of the Secondary Mortgage Market En
hancement Act of 1984 (15 U.S.C. 77r-l(c)) is 
amended-

(1) in the first sentence, by striking "or 
that" and inserting", that"; 

(2) by inserting ", or that are small busi
ness related securities (as defined in section 
3(a)(53) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934)" before "shall be exempt"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(d) lMPLEMENTATION.-
"(l) LIMITATION.-The provisions of sub

sections (a) and (b) concerning small busi
ness related securities shall not apply with 
respect to a particular person, trust, cor
poration, partnership, association, business 
trust, or business entity or class thereof in 
any State that, prior to the expiration of 7 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, enacts a statute that specifically refers 
to this section and either prohibits or pro
vides for a more limited autnority to pur
chase, hold, or invest in small business relat
ed securities by any person, trust, corpora
tion, partnership, association, business 
trust, or business entity or class thereof 
than is provided in such amendments. The 
enactment by any State of any statute of the 
type described in the preceding sentence 
shall not affect the validity of any contrac
tual commitment to purchase, hold, or in
vest that was made prior to such enactment, 
and shall not require the sale or other dis
position of any small business related securi
ties acquired prior to the date of such enact
ment. 

"(2) ENACTMENT OF STATE PROVISIONS.-Any 
State may, not later than 7 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, enact a stat
ute that specifically refers to this section 
and requires registration or qualification of 
any small business related securities on 
terms that differ from those applicable to 
any obligation issued by the United States.". 
SEC. 8. INSURED DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION CAP-

ITAL REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANS
FERS OF SMALL BUSINESS LOANS 
AND INVESTMENTS IN SMALL BUSI
NESS RELATED SECURITIES. 

(a) ACCOUNTING PRINCIPLES.-The account
ing principles applicable to the transfer of a 
small business loan with recourse contained 
in reports or statements required to be filed 
with the appropriate Federal banking agen
cies by all insured depository institutions 
shall be uniform and consistent with gen
erally accepted accounting principles. 

(b) CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS.-The amount 
of capital required to be maintained by an 
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insured depository institution under applica
ble capital standards and other capital meas
ures with respect to the sale of a small busi
ness loan with recourse, as reported under 
subsection (a), shall not exceed an amount 
sufficient to meet the institution's reason
able estimated liability under the recourse 
arrangement. 

(c) INVESTMENTS IN SMALL BUSINESS RE
LATED SECURITIES.-A small business related 
security shall be treated as a similarly rated 
mortgage-backed security under the risk
based capital requirement applicable to in
sured depository institutions. 

(d) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.-Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, each appropriate Federal banking 
agency shall promulgate final regulations 
implementing this section not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) the term "appropriate Federal banking 
agency" has the same meaning as in section 
3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act; 

(2) the term "capital standards" has the 
same meaning as in section 38(c) of the Fed
eral Deposit Insurance Act; 

(3) the term "insured depository institu
tion" has the same meaning as in section 3 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act; 

(4) the term "other capital measures" has 
the same meaning as in section 38(c) of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act; 

(5) the term "recourse" shall have the 
meaning given such term under generally ac
cepted accounting principles; 

(6) the term "small business" means a 
business that meets the criteria for a small 
business concern established under section 
3(a) of the Small Business Act; and 

(7) the term "small business related secu
rity" has the same meaning as in section 
3(a)(53) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(53). 
SEC. 9. TRANSACTIONS IN SMALL BUSINESS RE· 

LATED SECURITIES BY EMPLOYEE 
BENEFIT PLANS. 

(a) PROHIBITED TRANSACTION EXEMPTION.
The Secretary of Labor, in consultation with 
the Secretary of the Treasury. shall exempt 
transactions involving small business relat
ed securities (as defined in section 3(a)(53) of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (as added 
by section 2 of this Act)), either uncondition
ally or on stated terms and conditions, from 
the restrictions of sections 406 and 407 of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1106, 1107) and the taxes im
posed under section 4975 of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 4975). 

(b) CONDITIONS.-In providing for the ex
emption required under subsection (a) the 
Secretary of Labor shall consider-

(!) the importance of facilitating trans
actions in small business related securities; 
and 

(2) the necessity of imposing any term or 
condition to protect the rights and interests 
of participants and beneficiaries of such 
plan. 

(c) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Labor shall promulgate final 
regulations to carry out subsection (a). 
SEC. 10. TAXATION OF SMALL BUSINESS LOAN IN· 

VESTMENT CONDUITS. 
(a) TAXATION SIMILAR TO REMIC.-The Sec

retary of the Treasury shall promulgate reg
ulations providing for the taxation of a small 
business loan investment conduit and the 
holder of an interest therein similar to the 
taxation of a real estate mortgage invest
ment conduit and the holder of interests 

therein under the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986. 

(b) ADJUSTMENT TO REMIC PROVISIONS.-ln 
promulgating regulations under subsection 
(a). the Secretary shall make any necessary 
adjustments to the real estate mortgage in
vestment conduit provisions to take into 
consideration-

(1) the purpose of facilitating the 
securitization of small business loans 
through the use of small business loan in
vestment conduits and the development of a 
secondary market in small business loans; 

(2) differences in the nature of qualifying 
mortgages in a real estate mortgage invest
ment conduit and small business loans and 
obligations; and 

(3) differences in the practices of partici
pants in the securitization of real estate 
mortgages in a real estate mortgage invest
ment conduit and the securitization of other 
assets. 

(C) SMALL BUSINESS LOAN INVESTMENT CON
DUIT DEFINED.-For purposes of this section, 
the term "small business loan investment 
conduit" means--

(1) any entity substantially all of the as
sets of which consist of any obligation (in
cluding any participation or certificate of 
beneficial ownership therein) of a business 
that meets the criteria for a small business 
concern established under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act; and 

(2) if such obligation was originated by an 
insured depository institution (as defined in 
section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act), credit union, insurance company, or 
similar institution which is supervised and 
examined by an appropriate Federal or State 
authority. 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 6, 1993) 
HIRE WORKERS; GET A TAX CREDIT 

(By Muriel Siebert) 
There is a bright side to corporate 

downsizing, which economists say still has 
at least another year to play itself out as 
I.B.M., American Express, General Motors 
and other giants respond to global competi
tion by reducing labor costs. 

Small businesses have become the super
stars of job creation, producing up to 80 per
cent of new jobs in recent years. Between 
1980 and 1990, when Fortune 500 companies 
eliminated 400,000 jobs a year, small busi
nesses created 14.8 million. That's well be
yond the total number of jobs created by 
Japan (5.9 million). Canada (1.8 million) and 
most of Western Europe (3.5 million) com
bined in that same period. 

Considering the success of small businesses 
in today's service sector and their willing
ness to take on and retain new employees, it 
would be innovative and economically sound 
for the Clinton Administration and Congress 
to give business a tax credit for hiring addi
tional people. 

Many of those hired would be middle man
ag·ers. members of the once solid, middle 
class, who constitute a majority of those 
who have lost jobs during the corporate 
shrinkage. A study for the National Associa
tion of Women Business Owners projected 
that businesses owned and operated by 
women would employ more people than the 
Fortune 500 companies by the end of 1992. 
Forty percent of these businesses have been 
in business for more than a dozen years. 

Unlike monolithic Fortune 500 companies. 
small businesses behave like families. The 
association study indicated that one reason 
for the durability of businesses owned by 
women is the value they place on their work
er. It showed that small businesses hold on 

to workers through periods when revenues 
decline. Rather than eliminate workers, they 
tend to cut other expenses, including their 
own salaries. 

That contrasts with big businesses, where 
chief executive officers cut the work force 
sharply while keeping their salaries and 
perks. Nearly half of the workers laid off by 
large companies have to swallow pay reduc
tions when they find new full-time work; two 
out of three work for at least 20 percent less 
money than before. 

If the 3.31 million skilled workers who are 
unemployed don't find jobs, they could be a 
drag on the economy for years. Even an up
tick in the economy is likely to absorb only 
a small number of them. 

A job-creation credit is as meritorious as 
the much discussed investment tax credit-a 
tax break for capital spent on plant and 
equipment. 

How about a tax credit equal to 25 percent 
of the wages pa.id every new worker hired by 
any company over a two-year period after 
the credit went into effect? To avoid reward
ing businesses for merely replacing employ
ees, only companies that increased payrolls 
by hiring additional employees would qual
ify. 

This revenue subtracted from one side of 
the Government's ledger would be signifi
cantly offset by taxes paid by the new em
ployees. a reduction in unemployment bene
fits and public assistance costs. In addition. 
the multiplier effect caused by the impact of 
new wages filtering through the economy 
would create additional business and jobs. 

A new-job credit is a sensible way to give 
the economy a boost at a moment when 
economists believe that big business's harsh 
measures will result in fewer but more effi
cient companies and, ultimately, a more 
competitive economy. The credit would help 
get Americans back to work by helping to 
create new jobs.• 

By Mr. RIEG LE (for himself and 
Mr. LEVIN): 

S. 385. A bill to change the tariff clas
sification for light trucks; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

LIGHT TRUCK TARIFF ACT OF 1993 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce legislation to correct a gross 
error by the U.S. Treasury Department 
on the proper tariff classification for 
multipurpose vehicles, known as 
MPV's. I.a 1989, the U.S. Customs Serv
ice classified MPV's as trucks. This 
ruling was based on their technical 
judgment that these vehicles were 
structurally indistinguishable from 
trucks. In fact, MPV's are classified as 
light trucks for a number of purposes, 
such as emissions requirements, the 
gas-guzzler tax, and fuel economy 
standards. However, within 2 weeks, 
and under pressure from Japanese car 
makers, the Bush administration's 
Treasury Department overruled the 
technical expertise of the Customs 
Service and classified MPV's as cars for 
tariffs. This mistaken political deci
sion not only cost the Federal Govern
ment revenues but also threatens the 
jobs of American workers. 

The bill I introduce today is the same 
as legislation I sponsored during the 
102d Congress. The bill would properly 
classify, as the U.S. Customs Service 
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ruled, two-door multipurpose vehicles 
as trucks and four-door MPV's as 
trucks at a 25-percent tariff, not pas
senger cars at a 2.5-percent tariff. This 
provision will raise Federal revenues 
by $220 million in fiscal year 1992 and $1 
billion over the next 5 years. Provi
sions to correct this gross error in the 
classification of MPV's passed the Sen
ate in march 1992, but were unfortu
nately stripped out of the tax bill dur
ing conference on H.R. 4210. 

President Clinton has strongly criti
cized the Bush administration's actions 
regarding MPV's. I expect the Clinton 
administration to overturn this mis
taken decision. I am introducing this 
bill to make sure that we retain our 
focus on it until the administration 
takes those steps necessary to correct 
this wrong. I ask unanimous consent 
that a copy of the legislation be in
cluded in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S.385 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECI'ION 1. TARIFF CLASSIFICATION OF LIGHT 

TRUCKS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Additional United 

States Notes to chapter 87 of the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States is 
amended by redesignating note 2 as note 3 
and by inserting after note 1 the following 
new note: 

"2. Any passenger van, multipurpose van, 
sport utility vehicle, and other Jeep-type ve
hicle with a G.V.W. not exceeding 5 metric 
tons and a basic vehicle frontal area of 4.1805 
square meters or less which is-

"(a) designed primarily for purposes of 
transportation of property or is a derivation 
of such a vehicle; 

"(b) equipped with special features ena
bling offstreet or off-highway operations and 
uses; or 

"(c) suitable for cargo-carrying purposes or 
other non passenger-carrying purposes 
through the removal of seats by means in
stalled for that purpose by the manufacturer 
of the vehicle or with simple tools, such as 
screwdrivers or wrenches, so as to create a 
flat, floor level surface extending from the 
forwardmost point of installation of such 
seats to the rear of the vehicle's interior, 
shall be classified in heading 8704.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) applies with respect 
to merchandise entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse for consumption, after the 15th 
day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. PRES
SLER): 

S.J. Res. 48. A joint resolution to des
ignate February 21 through February 
27, 1993, as "National FFA Organization 
Awareness Week"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 
NATIONAL FFA ORGANIZATION AWARENESS WEEK 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, for 
Senators who represent States in 
which agriculture plays a major eco-

nomic role, I am sure they are familiar 
with the excellent work of the National 
FF A Organization, formerly known as 
the Future Farmers of America. FF A 
was organized to foster character de
velopment, agricultural leadership, and 
responsible citizenship in young people 
with an interest in pursuing a life in 
agriculture. In addition, FF A activities 
supplement training opportunities for 
students studying agriscience, produc
tion agriculture, and agribusiness. 

The FF A has succeeded magnifi
cently in these endeavors. I propose to 
commemorate this good work by intro
ducing a resolution today, Senate 
Joint Resolution 48 to designate the 
week of February 21 through the 27, 
1993, as "National FF A Organization 
Awareness Week." I hope my col
leagues will join me in this cause. 

The National FF A Organization was 
founded on November 20, 1928, as a 
leadership organization for students of 
agriculture in public schools. FFA has 
served consistently and successfully for 
65 years. Today, FF A is comprised of 
more than 400,000 in all 50 States and 
the U.S. territories. My resolution hon
ors that record of success. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of Senate Joint Resolution 48 be 
printed in the RECORD, along with my 
statement. I hope my colleagues will 
express their support for youth in agri
culture by joining me as a cosponsor of 
this bill. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as fallows: 

S.J. RES. 48 
Whereas the National FF A Organization 

was founded as a leadership organization for 
students of agricultural education in public 
schools; 

Whereas each member lives by the FFA 
motto of "Learning to Do, Doing to Learn, 
Earning to Live, Living to Serve"; 

Whereas the National FFA Organization is 
dedicated to the development of competent 
agricultural leadership, citizenship, and co
operation; 

Whereas the National FFA Organization is 
comprised of approximately 400,000 members 
in all 50 States, Puerto Rico, the District of 
Columbia, Guam, ROTA (Commonwealth of 
Northern Mariana Islands), Federated States 
of Micronesia, and the Marshall Islands; 

Whereas the National FF A Organization 
prepares a student for postsecondary edu
cation or employment following high school; 

Whereas the National FF A Organization is 
only open to those students enrolled in ap
proved agricultural education programs; 

Whereas the National FFA Organization 
was formally organized on November 20, 1928; 

Whereas the National FFA Organization 
was organized to foster character develop
men t, agricultural leadership, and respon
sible citizenship, and to supplement training 
opportunities for students preparing for ca
reers in agriscience, production agriculture, 
and agribusiness; and 

Whereas the FFA is a national organiza
tion of high school agricultural students pre
paring for careers in agricultural production, 
processing, supply and service, mechanics, 
horticulture, forestry, and natural resources: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the week of Feb
ruary 21 through February 27, 1993, is des
ignated as "National FF A Organization 
Awareness Week", and the President of the 
United States is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe the day with 
appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S.2 

At the request of Mr. · FORD, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM], and the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2, a bill to es
tablish national voter registration pro
cedures for Federal elections, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 12 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 12, a bill to authorize the 
Secretary of Commerce to make grants 
to States and local governments for 
the construction of projects in areas of 
high unemployment, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 15 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name 
of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
BOREN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
15, a bill to establish a Commission on 
Government Reform. 

s. 27 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 27, a bill to authorize the 
Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity to estab
lish a memorial to Martin Luther King, 
Jr., in the District of Columbia. 

s. 69 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 69, a bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the luxury tax on boats. 

s. 103 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 103, a bill to fully apply the rights 
and protections of Federal civil rights 
and labor laws to employment by Con
gress. 

s. 155 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] and the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 155, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 with respect to the treatment of 
certain amounts received by a coopera
tive telephone company. 

s. 158 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
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kota [Mr. PRESSLER] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 158, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
a deduction for travel expenses of cer
tain loggers. 

s. 171 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
171, a bill to establish the Department 
of the Environment, provide for a Bu
reau of Environmental Statistics and a 
Presidential Commission on Improving 
Environmental Protection, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 185 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], and the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 185, a bill to 
amend title 5, United States Code, to 
restore to Federal civilian employees 
their right to participate voluntarily, 
as private citizens, in the political 
processes of the nation, to protect such 
employees from improper political so
licitations, and for other purposes. 

S.208 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL] were added as co
sponsors of S. 208, a bill to reform the 
concessions policies of the National 
Park Service, and for other purposes. 

s. 221 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 221, a 
bill to allow a prisoner under sentence 
of death to obtain judicial review of 
newly discovered evidence showing 
that he is probably innocent. 

s. 261 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. STEVENS] was added as a cospon
sor of · S. 261, a bill to protect children 
from exposure to environmental to
bacco smoke in the provision of chil
dren's services, and for other purposes. 

S.266 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 266, a bill to provide for ele
mentary and secondary school library 
media resources, technology enhance
ment, training, and improvement. 

s. 277 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. COATS], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL]. and the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 277, a 
bill to authorize the establishment of 
the National African American Mu
seum within the Smithsonian Institu
tion. 

S.296 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from North Da-

kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 296, a bill to require the 
Secretary of Agriculture to submit 
monthly financial obligation and em
ployment reports to Congress for the 
Food and Safety and Inspection Serv
ice, and for other purposes. 

s. 314 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
314, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for the National Historical Publica
tions and Records Commission for ·fis
cal year 1994 through fiscal year 1999. 

s. 321 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 321, a 
bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide a credit against 
tax for employers who provide onsite 
day-care facilities for dependents of 
their employees, and for other pur-
poses. 

s. 348 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 348, a 
bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to permanently extend 
qualified mortgage bonds. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 22 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the 
Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR
RAY], the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN], and the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 22, a joint 
resolution designating March 25, 1993, 
as "Greek Independence Day: A Na
tional Day of Celebration of Greek and 
American Democracy." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 36 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. COVERDELL], the Senator from Ar
izona [Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LO'IT], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
MATHEWS], the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI], and the Senator from 
Washington [Mrs. MURRAY] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 36, a joint resolution to proclaim 
March 20, 1993, as "National Agri
culture Day.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 38 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from New 
York [Mr. D'AMATO], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS], and the Sen
ator from Washington [Mrs. MURRAY] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 38, a joint resolution 
designating March 20, 1993, as "Na
tional Quilting Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 40 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] and the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. DANFORTH] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 40, 
a joint resolution proposing an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States relative to equal rights for 
women and men. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 41 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 41, a joint 
resolution proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States 
to require a balanced budget. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 42 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DANFORTH] and the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. BOND] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 42, 
a joint resolution to designate the 
month of April 1993 as "Civil War His
tory Month." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 9 

At the request of Mr. EXON, the name 
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 9, a con
current resolution urging the President 
to negotiate a comprehensive nuclear 
weapons te.st ban. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 11 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 11, a resolution relating to Bosnia
Hercegovina's right to self-defense. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 35 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Resolution 35, a reso
lution expressing the sense of the Sen
ate concerning systematic rape in the 
conflict in the former Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH REAUTHORIZATION ACT 

SHELBY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 35 

Mr. SHELBY (for himself, Mr. NICK
LES, and Mr. HELMS) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 1) to amend 
the Public Heal th Service Act to revise 
and extend the programs for the Na
tional Institutes of Health, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

At the end of title XX, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 20. ACCESS TO INFORMATION BY FOREIGN 

CORPORATIONS. 
(a) PROlllBITION.-
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(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, information derived 
through research and development activities 
conducted in whole or in part with funds re
ceived from the National Institutes of Health 
or the National Science Foundation, may 
not be made available to a foreign corpora
tion within the meaning of section 7701(a)(5) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or a 
United States based subsidiary corporation 
of such a foreign corporation, by an institu
tion of higher education if such corporation 
or subsidiary has a financial relationship 
with the institution. 

(2) FINANCIAL RELATIONSHIP.-A financial 
relationship with an institution as described 
in paragraph (1) shall exist if-

(A) the corporation or subsidiary involved 
has paid a fee to the institution; 

(B) the institution has accepted any gifts 
or donations of the corporation or subsidiary 
involved; or 

(C) the institution had acquired any stock 
or other financial holding in the corporation 
or subsidiary involved. 

(3) DEFINITION.-As used in paragraph (1), 
the term "subsidiary corporation" means 
any corporation (incorporated in the United 
States) in an unbroken chain of corporations 
beginning with the foreign corporation in
volved if, at the time the information to 
which paragraph (1) is sought, each of the 
corporations other than the last corporation 
in the unbroken chain owns stock possessing 
50 percent or more of the total combined vot
ing power of all classes of stock in one of the 
other corporations in such chain. 

(b) SHARING OF INFORMATION.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, an insti
tution of higher education may not permit 
the sharing of information derived from re
search and development activities conducted 
in whole or in part with funds received from 
the National Institutes of Health or the Na
tional Science Foundation with a foreign 
corporation (within the meaning of section 
7701(a)(5) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) or a subsidiary of that corporation, 
prior to the time at which such information 
becomes publicly available. 

(c) GUIDELINES.-Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Heal th and Human Services and 
the Director of the National Science Founda
tion shall promulgate guidelines for the im
plementation of this section. 

(d) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services and the 
Director of the National Science Foundation 
shall prepare and submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a report concerning 
the implementation of this section, includ
ing an assessment of the status and progress 
of recipients of funds to which this section 
applies in complying with this section. 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 36 
Mr. KENNEDY proposed an amend

ment to amendment No. 35 proposed by 
Mr. SHELBY (and others) to the bill (S. 
1) supra, as follows: 
20 • ACCESS TO INFORMATION BY FOREIGN 

CORPORATIONS. 
(a) PROHIBITION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, information derived 
through research and development activities 
conducted in whole or in part with funds re
ceived from the National Institutes of Health 
or the National Science Foundation, may 
not be made available to a foreign corpora
tion within the meaning of section 7701(a)(5) 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or a 
United States based subsidiary corporation 
of such a foreign corporation, by an institu
tion of higher education if such corporation 
or subsidiary has a financial relationship 
with the institution. 

(2) FINANCIAL RELATIONSHIP.-A financial 
relationship with an institution as described 
in paragraph (1) shall exist if-

(A) the corporation or subsidiary involved 
has paid a fee to the institution; 

(B) the institution has accepted any gifts 
or donations of the corporation or subsidiary 
involved; or 

(C) the institution had acquired any stock 
or other financial holding in the corporation 
or subsidiary involved. 

(3) DEFINITION.-As used in paragraph (1), 
the term "subsidiary corporation" means 
any corporation (incorporated in the United 
States) in an unbroken chain of corporations 
beginning with the foreign corporation in
volved if, at the time the information to 
which paragraph (1) is sought, each of the 
corporations other than the last corporation 
in the unbroken chain owns stock possessing 
50 percent or more of the total combined vot
ing power of all classes of stock in one of the 
other corporations in such chain. 

(b) SHARING OF INFORMATION.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, an insti
tution of higher education may not permit 
the sharing of information derived from re
search and development activities conducted 
in whole or in part with funds received from 
the National Institutes of Health or the Na
tional Science Foundation with a foreign 
corporation (within the meaning of section 
7701(a)(5) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986) or a subsidiary of that corporation, 
prior to the time at which such information 
becomes publicly available. 

(c) GUIDELINES.-Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the Director of the National Science Founda
tion shall promulgate guidelines for the im
plementation of this section. 

(d) REPORT.-Not later than 13 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the Director of the National Science Founda
tion shall prepare and submit to the appro
priate committees of Congress a report con
cerning the implementation of this section, 
including an assessment of the status and 
progress of recipients of funds to which this 
section applies in complying with this sec
tion. 

NICKLES (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 37 

Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mr. DOLE, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SHEL
BY, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. LOTT, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
COVERDELL, Mr. ROTH, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. SMITH) pro
posed an amendment to the bill (S. 1) 
supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the follow
ing: 
SECTION 1. ADMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES 

OF ALIENS INFECTED WITH THE 
AIDS VIRUS. 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, regulations or directives concerning the 
exclusion of aliens on health related 
grounds, infection with HIV, the human 
immunodeficiency virus, shall constitute a 
communicable disease of public health sig
nificance for purposes of section 

212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-The President shall 
submit a report by September 1, 1993 con
taining-

(1) an assessment of the anticipated costs 
of the admission to the United States of per
sons with HIV to public health care pro
grams, including such costs as will be borne 
by States and municipalities, and private in
surers and health care providers; 

(2) an estimate of the number and origins 
of persons infected with HIV likely to seek 
entry into the United States before Decem
ber 31, 2003; 

(3) an assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act in pre
venting persons entering the United States 
likely to become a public charge, as well as 
the ability to enforce this Act with regard to 
persons infected with potentially costly 
health conditions including, but not limited 
to HIV; 

(4) the cost implications of refugees enter
ing or likely to enter the United States, who 
carry the HIV virus; 

(5) A comparison of the anticipated public 
and private health care costs associated with 
aliens infected with HIV with the costs at
tributable to the entry of aliens suffering 
from other health conditions; 

(c) HIV TESTING.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in subsection (d) the Attorney General , 
in consultation with the Secretary of HHS, 
shall provide for the testing of aliens for in
fection with HIV in accordance with the pol
icy in effect on January 1, 1993; 

(d) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-Subsection (C) 
may be waived by the Attorney General, in 
consultation with the Secretary of HHS for 
noh-immigrants who, except for the provi
sions of this act, would be admissible to the 
United States, and who seek admission for 30 
days or less for the purpose of: 

(1) attending educational or medical con-
ferences; 

(2) receiving medical treatment; 
(3) visiting close family members; 
(4) conducting temporary business activi

ties; or 
(5) visiting for pleasure (tourism); 

and in addition such non-immigrants may be 
admitted without questions as to whether 
they are carriers of the HIV virus, at the dis
cretion of the Attorney General. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit the 
authority of the Secretary of HHS to pre
scribe regulations, concerning communicable 
diseases of public health significance, other 
than infection with the human 
immunodeficiency virus in accordance with 
section 212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 38 
Mr. KENNEDY proposed an amend

ment to amendment No. 37 proposed by 
Mr. NICKLES (and others) to the bill (S. 
1) supra, as follows: 

In the amendment strike all after Section 
and insert the following: 

. CONDITIONS ON ANY REMOVAL OF HIV STA· 
TUS EXCLUSION. 

(a) RETENTION OF EXCLUSION.-The current 
list of communicable diseases of public 
health significance as in effect on February 
16, 1993, shall remain in effect for a period of 
at least 60 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 
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(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-If the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services removes or al
ters the list described in subsection (a) after 
the expiration of the 60-day period described 
in that subsection, then the Secretary shall 
submit to Congress a report containing-

(!) an assessment of-
(A) the anticipated effect of such action on 

costs to United States public health care 
programs and entities, as well as to those op
erated by States and municipalities; and 

(B) the anticipated costs to private insur
ers and health care providers of such action; 

(2) any findings regarding current immi
gration law submitted by the Attorney Gen
eral under subsection (c); and 

(3) a comparison of the anticipated public 
and private health care costs associated with 
aliens infected with HIV with the costs at
tributable to the entry of aliens suffering 
from other health conditions. 

(C) STUDY AND REPORT.-(!) The Attorney 
General shall conduct a study of the follow
ing: 

(A) The effectiveness of current provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act in 
guarding against entry into the United 
States of persons likely to become a public 
charge and in deporting, during a 5-year pe
riod after such entry, those immigrants who 
do become public charges. 

(B) The ability of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to apply and enforce 
such Act with regard to immigrants infected 
with potentially costly health conditions in
cluding, but not limited to, HIV. 

(2) The Attorney General shall submit to 
the President, the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services, and the Congress a report 
setting forth the findings of the study con
ducted under paragraph (1) and including 
such recommendations as the Attorney Gen
eral determines may be necessary for revi
sion of current immigration law to ensure 
that immigrants with costly health condi
tions who are likely to become public 
charges will be excluded. 

NOTICES OF . HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on Rules 
and Administration will meet in SR-
301, Russell Senate Office Building, on 
Thursday, March 18, 1993, at 9:00 a.m., 
to mark up a congressional election 
campaign finance bill. The committee 
will also mark up other pending legis
lative and administrative business that 
is ready for consideration by the time 
of the meeting. 

For further information regarding 
this meeting, please contact Carole 
Blessington of the Rules Committee 
staff on x40278. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate Wednesday, 
February 17, 1993, at 10 a.m. to conduct 
a hearing on reverse redlining and 
problems in home equity lending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, February 17, 1993, 
at 9:30 a.m., in open session, to receive 
testimony on economic reform in the 
former Soviet Union: The current situ
ation and United States policy options. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

GUN CONTROL 
•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, last De
cember, I came across these articles in 
the Washington Post which highlight 
the serious problem of monitoring gun 
dealers and gun sales. The Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms simply 
does not have the resources necessary 
to enforce laws governing firearms 
dealers. There are over 276,000 licensed 
gun dealers in this country-according 
to the news program 20/20, there are 
more gun dealerships in our country 
than there are gas stations. While the 
number of gun dealers has increased by 
59 percent since 1980, the number of 
Federal inspectors who inspect these 
gun dealerships has decreased by 13 
percent. Meanwhile, guns have killed 
more than 60,000 people in the last 5 
years. Something must be done to rem
edy this problem. 

Mr. President, I ask that the follow
ing articles from the Washington Post 
be included in the RECORD: Two arti
cles by Pierre Thomas, "Hit-Or-Miss 
Control of Firearms Sales" and 
"Penny-Ante Arms Dealer Ran Amok," 
and an Opinion Editorial from the 
Washington Post entitled "License to 
Kill." 

The articles fallow: 
HIT-OR-MISS CONTROL OF FffiEARMS SALES 

(By Pierre Thomas) 
Getting a federal license to sell rifles, 

shotguns and handguns can be as easy as 
sending in a two-page form and paying a $30 
fee. Look for the license in your mailbox 45 
days or so later. 

Chances are nearly nine out of 10 that no 
one will interview you beforehand. Once 
you're licensed, federal inspectors won't get 
around to auditing your records and business 
practices for about 20 years. Renewals of the 
three-year license are virtually automatic. 

Even if you live in the District, where local 
law has banned handgun sales since 1976 and 
the homicide rate has soared, you can obtain 
a federal permit to sell firearms. 

The District's ban on handgun sales is only 
as strong as dealers' willingness to limit 
their business to rifles and shotguns. There 
are 46 federally licensed gun dealers in the 
District, and in the last two years, federal 
inspectors have checked two. D.C. police 
leave responsibility for monitoring dealers 
to the federal government. 

"It's a joke," said Melvin Abrams, a long
time Baltimore County gun dealer. "The 

politicians are screaming about gun control, 
but [the federal government] is handing out 
licenses to every Tom, Dick and Harry. And 
then they never check the people. It makes 
you want to scream." 

More than 60,000 people nationwide have 
been killed with guns in the last five years. 
The federal licensing system, meanwhile, if 
not a joke, is a least a well of irony, its crit
ics and top officials agree. 

At the heart of that irony is the U.S. Bu
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. It is 
the federal agency most responsible for en
forcing federal gun-control laws and curbing 
illegal gun trafficking, but its mission as a 
licensing agency is to get permits into-not 
keep them out of-the hands of dealers. Con
gress and powerful lobbyists pressure the bu
reau constantly to make gun-selling in the 
United States as hassle-free as possible. 

"Anybody can get a license to sell fire
arms," said Tony Haynes, head of ATF's li
censing center. More than 270 licenses a 
day-91,000 new and renewed permits in all
were issued in 1991 by the licensing center, 
which is in Atlanta. Of 34,000 applications for 
new licenses that year, 37 were denied. The 
agency renewed 57,327 licenses, while denying 
15 renewal requests. 

Haynes said his mandate is to issue li
censes and to do it as quickly and efficiently 
as possible." Federal regulations require 
ATF to process applications within 45 days. 

There are more than 276,000 federally li
censed gun dealers in the United States. ATF 
officials say that most are law-abiding, but 
that the agency has issued more permits 
than it can hope to monitor closely. 

ATF bureau has 13 percent fewer field in
spectors assigned primarily to gun dealers 
today than it had a decade ago. The number 
of federally licensed dealers, however, has 
grown rapidly. In 1980, there were 174,000; 
now there are 102,000 more-an increase of 59 
percent. 

Stephen Higgins, director of the agency, 
said that at present inspection rates and 
with current staff levels, it will be 20 years 
before ATF inspectors audit some licensees. 
"With 280,000 licensed dealers," Higgins said, 
"we're not going to get around to some of 
these people in their lifetime. 

"No, I'm not comfortable with that, but 
the unfortunate fact is that we are not going 
to get more" money for inspections, Higgins 
said. "It's much easier to get Congress to ap
prove task forces . . . of agents who are 
going to be working street gangs or violent 
criminals." 

Such special operations have become more 
common in recent years, and arrests by 
ATF's 1,947 agents have grown. A surprising 
number of dealers have been accused of 
breaking the law and contributing to urban 
violence: At least 600 federally licensed deal
ers across the country have been arrested on 
criminal charges in the last five years, most 
for illegal weapons sales; More than a dozen 
federally licensed dealers in Detroit have 
been charged with providing more than 2,000 
firearms to criminals in the city; A Rich
mond gun dealer recently pleaded guilty to 
falsifying federal firearms reports and then 
committed suicide after 100 guns he sold 
were confiscated in New York. 

"There are just so many [new dealers] 
coming in," said Ed McKita, who supervises 
nine ATF inspectors responsible for monitor
ing 7,500 licensed Virginia dealers from a 
field office in Richmond. "There is just so 
much that you can do." 

ATF'S HISTORY 

Formed in 1972 as a branch of the Treasury 
Department, the bureau traces its history to 
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1863, when Congress established an office to 
collect taxes on alcohol. 

In the 1920s, the Bureau of Prohibition was 
set up to track down bootleggers and gang
sters. ATF agents today proudly declare 
themselves successors of that bureau's most 
famous agent, Eliot Ness, who snared mob
ster Al Capone and whose exploits were me
morialized in a television series, "The Un
touchables," and a movie of the same name. 

ATF, nevertheless, has worked in the shad
ow of the more prestigious and better-funded 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, part of the 
Justice Department. ATF, with 4,203 employ
ees, has a $341 million annual operating 
budget, less than a quarter of the FBI's. 

ATF's duties include apprehending gun
runners, investigating explosions and arsons, 
auditing cigarette plants and tracking down 
the relatively few remaining moonshiners. 
The agency says it collects $10 billion in 
taxes from the industries it regulates. 

The mandate for ATF's regulation of fire
arms is the Gun Control Act of 1968, the na
tion's primary gun-control law, passed after 
the shooting deaths of the Rev. Martin Lu
ther King Jr. and Sen. Robert F. Kennedy. 

The law provided for more comprehensive 
licensing of and record keeping by dealers so 
that weapons used in violent crimes could be 
traced to their original purchasers. The law 
also banned felons, people deemed mentally 
incompetent and some others from receiving, 
possessing or selling firearms. 

ATF is charged with licensing dealers and 
with making sure that their sales are prop
erly recorded and that they do not know
ingly sell to prohibited buyers. It also runs 
the federal gun-tracing center in Landover, 
which helps law enforcement agencies track 
weapons used in violent crimes. 

ATF's efforts to regulate guns have been 
hamstrung for years by the powerful gun 
lobby, led by the National Rifle Association. 
When, for instance, ATF tries to track a gun 
used in a crime, it often does so by flipping 
through slips of paper recording gun sales. 
Congress, responding to NRA assertions, has 
denied the agency money to computerize cer
tain records of gun sales. 

The gun lobby is opposed to any central 
database of gun owners, fearing it eventually 
could lead to confiscation of weapons from 
law-abiding citizens. 

Proponents of stricter national gun control 
generally support strengthening ATF's over
sight of dealers. Opponents often attack the 
competence of the agency and the attitudes 
of its agents, often described by critics as 
overzealous. 

The agency has "made an awful lot of er
rors in their enforcement efforts," said 
James A. McClure, an Idaho Republican and 
frequent ATF critic who retired from the 
Senate in 1990. "Some pretty awful things 
were done-unlawful search and seizures, en
trapment" of gun dealers. At times, McClure 
said, the agency "trampled on the Constitu
tion." 

Rep. William J. Hughes (D-NJ.), a sup
porter of stricter gun control, said com
plaints such as McClure's are "grossly over
exaggerated" and part of overall efforts to 
"decimate the agency." 

"There has been a concerted effort in re
cent administrations and in Congress," 
Hughes said, "to beat them down." 

Hughes pointed to legislation cosponsored 
by McClure and passed in 1986 that reduced 
certain record-keeping violations by dealers 
from felonies to misdemeanors and forbade 
A TF to inspect any gun dealer more than 
once a year. 

"We wanted them to get back to the field 
[to make criminal cases] rather than 

harassing dealers, McClure said. "We as 
Americans don't like the idea of Big Broth
er." Hughes countered that those changes 
produced a system with "no safeguards." 

While required to issue permits quickly, 
ATF also is expected to ensure that 
undesirables do not get them. That process 
can be fraught with pitfalls. 

Four ATF computer operators run names 
and Social Security numbers through a 
Treasury Department database to determine 
whether applicants are under federal inves
tigation. They also check the FBI-run Na
tional Crime Information Center, a databank 
of crime records from federal, state and local 
agencies. 

While some consider the FBI databank 
more than adequate, others contend there 
are critical flaws in it. The system usually 
cannot determine, for example, when the 
name and Social Security number on an ap
plicant are false. 

Several years ago, in an effort to under
score that weakness, a reporter submitted a 
made-up Social Security number as part of 
the application for a gun dealer's license for 
a pet dog, Haynes said. The computer found 
no criminal record under the dog's name, 
Fifi, or Social Security number, and a li
cense was issued. 

"If a criminal lies, I can't catch that up 
front," Haynes said. "Fifi the dog was 
clean." 

David Nemecek, the head of the National 
Crime Information Center, said in a recent 
interview that though there are more than 16 
million records in the system, not all local 
agencies contribute information. The 
database, moreover, is most complete for 
people born in 1956 and after. Many born ear
lier "may or may not be in the system," 
Nemecek said. 

FEW SAFEGUARDS UP FRONT 

ATF says it does not have the money to do 
fingerprint checks on applicants. Moreover, 
Haynes said, because of limited resources, 
there are very few pre-approval visits, in 
which an ATF inspector meets the dealer-to
be, gets answers to any nagging questions 
and explains rules and regulations. 

Guns are "probably the most deadly 
consumer product, and it's essentially an un
regulated ind us try," said Dennis Henigan, 
director of the D.C.-based Center to Prevent 
Handgun Violence. 

Richard Gardiner, counsel for the NRA's 
Institute for Legislative Action, said the 
vast majority of gun dealers use their li
censes to purchase guns for their personal 
use. Strengthening ATF oversight, he said, 
"would only make life difficult for more law
abiding people." 

Abrams's Valley Gun Store in Parkville, a 
Baltimore suburb, is an example of how the 
federal system of gun regulation is supposed 
to work. 

The inventory of Valley Gun, which stocks 
virtually every gun available, is guarded by 
clerks carrying guns in holsters and by a 
closed-circuit television system. 

During his 43 years in business, Abrams 
said, he has sold more than 200,000 guns. ATF 
inspects his operation once a year, partly be
cause he is a large dealer and sells machine 
guns and partly because weapons purchased 
at some time from his store often turn up in 
criminal investigations. 

At Abrams's store, gun purchasers fill out 
two government forms-one from ATF, the 
other from the state of Maryland. Abrams, 
as the dealer, is required to keep the yellow 
ATF form for possible inspection by the 
agency-especially if the weapon is used in a 
crime. 

ATF requires no background checks before 
the sales are made. Maryland law, however, 
imposes a seven-day waiting period for hand
guns and requires Abrams to send the white 
state form to the Maryland State Police for 
review and a background check. 

But many dealers have trouble complying 
with the red tape that accompanies legal gun 
sales. More than half the gun dealers in
spected by ATF last year were cited for vio
lations such as incomplete records of gun 
buyers and reductions in gun inventories un
accounted for in sales records. 

REACTING TO PROBLEMS 

Pat McGlone, who has been ·an inspector 
for 22 years, said she worries that too often 
the agency is reacting to problems once they 
develop rather than working to prevent them 
through adequate policing of dealers. 

A single bad dealer has the power to quick
ly put a large number of guns into the wrong 
hands. "Hopefully, we can catch them [bad 
dealers] before too much damage is done," 
McGlone said. "But in the meantime, how 
many people will have been injured or 
worse?" 

ATF's lack of monitoring leads to poor co
ordination between federal and state law en
forcement agencies. 

In Maryland, for example ATF has licensed 
about 3,000 gun dealers. Only 300, however, 
have registered with the state police. No one 
knows whether the 2, 700 others are selling 
guns and complying with state and local fire
arms, tax, business and land-use laws. 

The Virginia State Police, which does 
background checks on gun buyers in that 
state, recently formed a firearms section to 
find out more about nearly 2,000 federally li
censed dealers who have not registered with 
the state. 

Some see a distinct irony in current efforts 
to impose a nationwide waiting period for 
handgun buyers: "We don't go anywhere near 
that far in relation to gun dealers," said Ro
land Vaughn, recently retired president of 
the International Association of Chiefs of 
Police, which favors the national waiting pe
riod. "That's a significant flaw, and it ought 
to be corrected immediately." 

PENNY-ANTE ARMS DEALER RAN AMOK 

(By Pierre Thomas) 
From his Baltimore home and the seat of 

his car-and with the federal government's 
seal of approval-Carroll Landis Brown ran a 
bustling gun dealership. 

One of his customers, John Kennedy, was a 
convicted felon, prohibited by federal law 
from buying or owning a weapon. "Don't 
worry. Just sign and put 'no' down to all the 
questions," Kennedy recalled Brown's telling 
him as he gave him a form from the U.S. Bu
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms that 
asks prospective gun owners about criminal 
convictions. 

Kennedy wrote a false address on the form 
and asked Brown whether the information 
would be forwarded to law enforcement agen
cies. "He said, 'No, it stays with me,"' Ken
nedy told investigators later. 

In addition to the ATF form, Brown was 
supposed to provide .Kennedy's name and ad
dress to the Maryland State Police for a 
background check. Under state law, Brown 
was not supposed to give Kennedy the gun 
for seven days, to allow police to complete 
the check. 

Brown ignored the regulations, Kennedy 
paid him $385 in cash and left with a new 
lOmm semiautomatic pistol. 

With his $30 dealer's license from ATF, 
Brown sold more than 300 guns in 17 months. 
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Some of them later were used in crimes. Not 
once after Brown's brief interview as an ap
plicant for a dealer's license was he con
tacted or inspected by ATF. 

Had ATF inquired, it would have found 
that fewer than half of Brown's gun sales 
were properly recorded. Some weren't re
corded at all. And when he bothered to write 
down names and addresses, they were often 
bogus, law enforcement authorities say. 

Brown said he never knowingly violated 
state or local laws. In 1990 he was charged 
with multiple violations of the laws govern
ing his license. He pleaded guilty to some of 
the charges and served 21 months in prison. 

Brown's case is an example of what can go 
wrong in a system with a team of federal in
spectors that has shrunk as the number of 
gun dealers has grown by more than half, to 
more than 276,000. 

It also shows how ATF, the federal agency 
that licenses dealers and enforces the prin
cipal federal gun control law, the Gun Con
trol Act of 1968, largely reacts to illegal gun 
sales rather than preventing them. 

Some critics of ATF say it has to become 
more aggressive about regulating dealers and 
gun sales, especially in light of the more 
than 60,000 gun-related homicides nationwide 
in the five years. Opponents of stronger ATF 
oversight contend that it would lead to un
necessary harassment of law-abiding dealers 
and gun owners, who, they say, make up the 
majority of both. 

ATF's problem is, in part, a matter of re
sources. In Maryland, there are more than 
3,000 federally licensed gun dealers, but only 
11 A TF inspectors to oversee them. Last 
year, they conducted 209 inspections of gun 
dealers in the state. 

Rogue federally licensed dealers have be
come a growing concern to local and na
tional law enforcement authorities, includ
ing ATF. At least 600 federally licensed deal
ers have been arrested on criminal charges in 
the last five years, most for illegal distribu
tion of firearms. 

Brown, a former postal worker, began sell
ing guns as a side business. "He paid $30, had 
virtually no overhead and was in business," 
said Edward W. Wetterman, an AFT agent 
who helped bring about Brown's arrest. "He 
had an opportunity to make money with 
very few questions asked, and he took advan
tage of the situation." 

Brown sees it differently. He said he did 
neglect to fill out required paperwork, but 
believed he was operating no differently 
from other gun dealers. "The rules and regu
lations that they put on firearms and people 
that have licenses [are] not going to work." 
Brown said in an interview, "because people 
are going to find a way to get [firearms] one 
way or another." 

THE APPLICATION PROCESS 

Brown's contact with ATF began on March 
12, 1989, when his wife mailed the agency a 
$30 American Express money order and an 
application in both their names for a license 
to purchase and sell firearms. 

The application was run through an auto
mated criminal background check. Brown 
had been convicted of a misdemeanor assault 
in 1983 and served a year's probation, accord
ing to court records. After reviewing his ap
plication, ATF made an appointment to 
interview him, partly because of his mis
demeanor conviction. Only about one in 10 
applicants receives such an on-site visit. 

An ATF inspector spent roughly four hours 
on the Browns' application before rec
ommending approval, agency records show. 
The misdemeanor conviction did not dis
qualify Brown. A felony or a history of men
tal illness would have. 

The application stated that Brown and his 
wife planned to sell "rifles, shotguns, pistols, 
ammunition and any accessories" from "a 
small shop in [their] home." Baltimore offi
cials say Brown never obtained permits re
quired to operate a business from a resi
dence. 

Dealers are required to record the names 
and addresses of all gun buyers and keep 
them for ATF inspectors-especially in the 
event that one of the weapons they have sold 
turns up in a criminal investigation. 

When he first set up the business, Brown 
said, he thought ATF might show up to audit 
his files. He kept records, but sporadically. 
Months passed with no contact from the 
agency Brown recalled, and he became less 
and less concerned about an agency inspec
tion. 

Brown wanted the business to grow, so he 
began taking out classified advertisements 
in the daily newspaper, according to court 
records. A portion of one ad read: "Llama 
9rnm [pistol] $350. New never been fired." The 
gun business was lucrative: Brown's profit 
was about $100 a gun, authorities said. Cus
tomers were plentiful, Brown said. 

High-capacity firearms originally sold by 
Brown, some equipped with laser sights, 
began showing up at Baltimore crime scenes. 
In a three-month span beginning in Septem
ber 1990, police confiscated 11 guns that, ac
cording to records, manufacturers and 
wholesalers had shipped to Brown. One was 
taken from a three-time-convicted felon. 

That November, Baltimore police inves
tigating a homicide found at a city residence 
a Cobray 9rnm pistol that had been shipped 
to Brown. Five days later, police arrested 
four suspects on handgun charges and con
fiscated three more guns that had been 
shipped to Brown. 

ATF agent Wetterman eventually deter
mined that at least eight distributors had 
shipped Brown hundreds of weapons, with a 
wholesale value of more than $58,000. Yet in 
many instances, state police had not been 
asked to perform background checks on buy
ers as required by state law. 

Law enforcement officials also learned 
that three months after receiving his license, 
Brown changed his business address without 
informing ATF. Technically, that would 
have rendered the license invalid because 
Brown had not registered his new place of 
business. 

In addition, city officials were not aware 
that Brown was operating a business out of 
his home, zoning officials said. 

SETTING UP THE STING 

In December 1990, an undercover ATF 
agent dialed the telephone number that ap
peared in Brown's classifieds. A man who 
identified himself as Carroll answered, ac
cording to court records. 

The undercover agent told the man he 
wanted to buy a Glock 9rnm. The agent told 
the man that he lived in Virginia. Federal 
law generally permits a dealer to sell only to 
residents of the state where the business is 
located. 

The man agreed to meet the agent at a 
Baltimore shopping center. 

A few days later, the agent, who was being 
electronically monitored, slipped into the 
front seat of a 1989 Dodge. Brown was at the 
wheel. Again, the agent said that he was 
from Virginia. 

The sale went through. The agent gave 
Brown $470. Brown gave him the gun, accord
ing to court records. 

Brown asked the agent to write the address 
of a Baltimore acquaintance on the ATF sale 
form, the records show. Brown said he rou-

tinely conducted business in this fashion and 
bragged of having sold 15 guns on one occa
sion. 

The next week, ATF agents arrested Brown 
on a variety of charges stemming from the 
$470 sale and other sales under investigation. 
As he was processed by authorities, he told 
them he would give up his federal license 
voluntarily. ATF accepted the offer, and two 
months later the agency formally canceled 
FFL No. ~2-001-01-20-33026. 

Brown's attorney, Gordon Tayback, of Bal
timore, acknowledged that his client had 
sold more than 300 weapons. Most have not 
been recovered, including more than 100 
Brown is believed to have sold to a single 
buyer, federal agents said. 

Less than a month after Brown was ar
rested, Baltimore police investigated a com
plaint of shots being fired by a New Year's 
Eve reveler. They stopped a man and con
fiscated a gun. 

The man identified himself as John Ken
nedy. He said he had purchased that gun and 
others from Carroll Landis Brown. He never 
used his own name, he said. He signed all the 
gun sales records as "John Johnson." Inves
tigators determined that one of those guns 
made its way from Kennedy to a man who 
later used the weapon in a Baltimore homi
cide. 

During a recent interview at a Baltimore 
halfway house, Brown told a reporter that he 
was pained by the violence carried out with 
the weapons he sold. "It bothered me," he 
said, his voice trailing off, his eyes lowered. 
"I didn't really think that someone would 
actually murder somebody." 

LICENSE TO KILL 

In an eye-opening series this week titled 
"Under the Gun," staff writer Pierre Thomas 
reported that getting a federal license to sell 
firearms is a snap. Fill out a short form, pay 
$30, and in about 45 days you've got a license. 
No fuss and probably no bother-most 
records aren't audited for decades. No won
der business is jumping-with more than 270 
licenses a day issued in 1991. Of 34,000 appli
cations for new licenses last year, only 37 
were denied. There were 57,327 licenses re
newed and only 15 renewal applications de
nied. The total number of license-holders, 
most of them considered law-abiding, is ri
diculously high-276,000, up 59 percent since 
1980, while the number of federal inspectors 
assigned primarily to gun dealers is down 13 
percent. And oh, yes: Guns have killed 60,000 
people in this country in five years. 

So what's the matter with the U.S. Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, the agen
cy that dishes out all these licenses and then 
can't begin to monitor them? This agency is 
only as effective as the law allows it to be, 
and in this case the law is just the way
weak-the NRA likes. The gun lobby prefers 
an agency with minimum computerized ca
pacity to check records or use a central 
database. In 1986, when members of Congress 
were even more cowed by the gun lobby than 
they are today, the NRA and its semiauto
matic water-carrier in the Senate at the 
time-Republican James A. McClure of 
Idaho, now retired-succeeded in weakening 
what law was on the books. His legislation 
reduced certain record-keeping violations by 
dealers from felonies to misdemeanors and 
forbade A TF to inspect any gun dealer more 
than once a year. 

A TF needs its teeth back. The agency is 
good at what it is allowed to do, including 
the tracking of guns, even though it may 
have to sift through slips of paper because it 
hasn't been able to computerize its records 
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quickly enough. Good legislation has been 
propased before and should be enacted now. 
It's obvious that tougher federal controls are 
needed, along with a force that can inspect 
all license-holders regularly. One other pro
pasal that could take effect quickly would 
require any applicant for a federal license to 
supply certification of compliance with all 
state and local ordinances. This, with an ac
celerated automation and inspection plan, 
could begin to make a difference right away. 
So could some tighter rules on applications 
for renewals. 

The gun manufacturers for whom the NRA 
fronts will insist that the killers will always 
get firearms without paying attention to 
tougher controls. Why not test their argu
ment? As it stands, the federal system is a 
disgrace.• 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
SMALL BUSINESS 

•Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, in ac
cordance with the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, I ask that the Small Busi
ness Committee's rules be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The rules follow: 
COMMITI'EE RULES AS ADOPTED IN EXECUTIVE 

SESSION, MARCH 28, 1985 
1. GENERAL 

All applicable provisions of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate and of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, shall 
govern the Committee and its Subcommit
tees. The Rules of the Committee shall be 
the Rules of any Subcommittee of the Com
mittee. 

· 2. MEETINGS AND QUORUMS 

(a) The regular meeting day of the Com
mittee shall be the first Wednesday of each 
month unless otherwise directed by the 
Chairman. All other meetings many be 
called by the Chairman as he deems nec
essary, on 3 days notice where practicable. If 
at least three Members of the Committee de
sire the Chairman to call a special meeting, 
they may file in the office of the Cammi ttee 
a written request therefor, addressed to the 
Chairman. Immediately thereafter, the Clerk 
of the Committee shall notify the Chairman 
of such request. If, within 3 calendar days 
after the filing of such request, the Chair
man fails to call the requested special meet
ing, which is to be held within 7 calendar 
days after the filing of such request, a major
ity of the Committee Members may file in 
the Office of the Committee their written 
notice that a special Committee meeting 
will be held, specifying the date, hour and 
place thereof, and the Committee shall meet 
at that time and place. Immediately upon 
the filing of such notice, the Clerk of the 
Committee shall notify all Committee Mem
bers that such special meeting will be held 
and inform them of its date, hour and place. 
If the Chairman is not present at any regu
lar, additional or special meeting, the Rank
ing Majority Member present shall preside. 

(b)(l) Eleven Members of the Committee 
shall constitute a quorum for reporting any 
legislative measure or nomination. 

(2) Seven Members of the Committee shall 
constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
routine business, provided that one Minority 
Member is present. The term "routine busi
ness" includes, but is not limited to, the con
sideration of legislation pending before the 
Committee and any amendments thereto, 
and voting on such amendments. 132 Cong. 
Rec. 83231 (daily ed. March 21, 1986). 

(3) In hearings, whether in public or closed 
session, a quorum for the taking of testi
mony, including sworn testimony, shall con
sist of one Member of the Committee or Sub
committee. 

(c) Proxies will be permitted in voting 
upon the business of the Committee by Mem
bers who are unable to be present. To be 
valid, proxies must be signed and assign the 
right to vote to one of the Members who will 
be present. Proxies shall in no case be count
ed for establishing a quorum. 

3. HEARINGS 

(a)(l) The Chairman of the Committee may 
initiate a hearing of the Committee on his 
authority or upan his arrival of a request by 
any Member of the Cammi ttee. The Chair
man of any Subcommittee may, after ap
proval of the Chairman, initiate a hearing of 
the Subcommittee on his authority or at the 
request of any member of the Subcommittee. 
Written notice of all hearings shall be given, 
as far in advance as practicable, to Members 
of the Committee. 

(2) Hearings of the Committee or any Sub
committee shall not be scheduled outside the 
District of Columbia unless specifically au
thorized by the Chairman and the Ranking 
Minority Member or by consent of a major
ity of the Committee. Such consent may be 
given informally, without a meeting. 

(b)(l) Any Member of the Committee shall 
be empowered to administer the oath to any 
witness testifying as to fact if a quorum be 
present as specified in Rule 2(b). 

(2) Any Member of the Committee may at
tend any meeting or hearing held by any 
Subcommittee and question witnesses testi
fying before any Subcommittee. 

(3) Interrogation of witnesses at hearings 
shall be conducted on behalf of the Commit
tee by Members of the Committee or such 
Committee staff as is authorized by the 
Chairman or Ranking Minority Member. 

(4) Witnesses appearing before the Commit
tee shall file with the Clerk of the Commit
tee a written statement of the prepared tes
timony at least 48 hours in advance of the 
hearing at which the witness is to appear un
less this requirement is waived by the Chair
man and the Ranking Minority Member. 

(c) Witnesses may be subpoenaed by the 
Chairman with the agreement of the Rank
ing Minority Member or by consent of a ma
jority of the Members of the Committee. 
Such consent may be given informally, with
out a meeting. Subpoenas shall be issued by 
the Chairman or by any Member of the Com
mittee designated by him. Subcommittees 
shall not have the right to authorize or issue 
subpoenas. A subpoena for the attendance of 
a witness shall state briefly the purpose of 
the hearing and the matter or matters to 
which the witness is expected to testify. A 
subpoena for the production of memoranda, 
documents and records shall identify the pa
pers required to be produced with as much 
particularity as is practicable. 

(d) Any witness summoned to a public or 
closed hearing may be accompanied by coun
sel of his own choosing, who shall be per
mitted while the witness is testifying to ad
vise him of his legal rights. 

(e) No confidential testimony taken, or 
confidential material presented to the Com
mittee, or any report of the proceedings of a 
closed hearing, or confidential testimony or 
material submitted voluntarily or pursuant 
to a subpaena, shall be made public, either in 
whole or in part or by way of summary, un
less authorized by a majority of the Members 
of the Committee. 

4. AMENDMENT OF RULES 

The foregoing rules may be added to, modi
fied or amended: provided, however, that not 

less than a majority of the entire Member
ship so determine at a regular meeting with 
due notice, or at a meeting specifically 
called for that purpose.• 

REMARKS OF LEON WIESELTIER 
• Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
this day of the State of the Union Ad
dress, I would call to the attention of 
the Senate a remarkable, if brief, ad
dress given by Leon Wieseltier on the 
occasion of a reception for Vice Presi
dent and Mrs. Gore at the time of the 
inauguration. Mr. Wieseltier is, of 
course, literary editor of the New Re
public, which gave the reception. His 
remarks are both felicitous, welcom
ing, and admonitory. He is himself a 
man of singular Ii terary gifts, and pro
found historical understanding. I be
lieve Senators will agree and ask unan
imous consent that Mr. Wieseltier's re
marks be included in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
REMARKS BY LEON WIESELTIER 

Ladies and gentlemen, Tipper and Al, I'm 
delighted to welcome you here this evening 
on behalf of Marty, Ann, Andrew, myself, 
and all my colleagues at The New Republic, 
which is, as you know, the best liberal and 
conservative magazine in America. 

Al, there stand before you here the chil
dren, distant and not so distant, of slaves, 
immigrants, and refugees; an African Amer
ican, an Asian American, a Jewish Amer
ican. All week long you have been reminded 
of these differences, and asked that you re
member them and respect them. 

We, too, would like you to remember and 
to respect them; but we ask, as you come to 
govern us, that you also forget them. In this 
country, being different is easy. Being the 
same, in the way that citizens must be the 
same, is the real trick. 

And so we have asked Brother Marsalis and 
Brother Ma to play in your honor this 
evening, with this thought in mind: just as 
the aim of art is beauty, the aim of govern
ment is justice; and justice must resemble 
beauty in its complete indifference to every
thing except itself, or so we all should wish.• 

PRESIDENTIAL POLITICS IN 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

• Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would like to bring to my colleagues' 
attention an article, "Presidential Pol
itics in South Dakota, 1936." It was 
written by Philip A. Grant, Jr., a dis
tinguished professor of history at Pace 
University in New York. 

One of the major themes of the arti
cle is the tendency of South Dakota 
voters to split their tickets .. In 1936, 
South Dakotans voted for President 
Roosevelt and elected a Republican 
Governor and Congressman. Last No
vember, South·Dakotans favored Presi
dent Bush and reelected a Democratic 
Senator and Congressman. 

I ask that Professor Grant's fascinat
ing article be printed in the RECORD 
and commend it to my colleagues. 

The article follows: 
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PRESIDENTIAL POLITICS IN SOUTH DAKOTA, 

1936 
(By Philip A. Grant, Jr.) 

On 11 June 1936, the Republican party nom
inated Governor Alfred M. Landon of Kansas 
as its candidate for president of the United 
States. Fifteen days later, the Democrats re
nominated incumbent president Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. Although both major political 
parties had officially chosen presidential 
candidates by late June, the 1936 campaign 
did not actually begin until Governor 
Landon gave his first major speech on 22 Au
gust. Between that date and 3 November, the 
American electorate had the opportunity -to 
evaluate the personalities and policies of the 
Republican and Democratic nominees. Dur
ing those ten weeks, both Governor Landon 
and President Roosevelt traveled throughout 
the nation, held press conferences in numer
ous cities and towns, delivered formal ad
dresses over the various radios networks, 
and issued a multitude of position papers de
tailing their campaign promises. While the 
people of the United States were certainly 
interested in the outcome of the 1936 presi
dential contest, they were equally pre
occupied with the progress made toward 
mitigating the suffering the Great Depres
sion had ca.used. Indeed, nearly seven years 
had elapsed since the infamous Wall Street 
financial crisis of 1929. As the campaign of 
1936 progressed, political observers kept an 
eye on South Dakota, for the state had prov
en to be a barometer of midwestern, if not 
national, political sentiment, having cast its 
electoral votes for victorious candidates in 
seven of the last nine presidential elections.1 

Between 1900 and 1928, South Dakotans had 
been steadfastly Republican, sending GOP 
candidates to both the United States Senate 
and House of Representatives and voting for 
Republicans in thirteen of fifteen guber
natorial elections.2 On 8 November 1932, the 
sustained Republican domination of South 
Dakota politics had ended abruptly and dra
matically with Roosevelt winning all but one 
county in the state and outpolling President 
Herbert Hoover 183,515 to 99,212. Also trium
phant in the 1932 South Dakota race were the 
Democratic nominee for governor, the two 
Democratic candidates for the House of Rep
resentatives, and ninety-eight Democrats 
seeking seats in the one hundred-forty-eight
member state legislature.a By August and 
September 1936, however, some South Da
kota Republicans were cautiously optimistic 
about their party's prospects for the Novem
ber election. First, these Republicans sus
pected that an appreciable number of voters 
were growing impatient with the limited 
success of President Roosevelt's attempts to 
revitalize the American economy. Second, 
they believed that Governor Landon, who 
was in no way associated with the origins of 
the depression, was a decidedly more attrac
tive and viable candidate than discredited 
former president Herbert Hoover had been 
four years earlier. Finally, they anticipated 
that the Union party presidential nominee, 
Congressman William Lemke of neighboring 
North Dakota, might draw thousands of dis
gruntled Democratic and independent votes 
in rural South Dakota. 

South Dakota Republicans had some jus
tification for their optimism regarding 
Landon's challenge to Roosevelt's reelection 
quest. One of the few Republican governors 
elected in the Democratic landslide of 1932, 
Landon had been comfortably reelected two 
years later in defiance of a pronounced na
tionwide Democratic trend. The popular 

1 Footnotes at end of article. 

chief executive of a Great Plains state that 
was similar to South Dakota both geographi
cally and economically, he had carried the 
bulk of the agricultural counties in his two 
Kansas gubernatorial campaigns. Moreover, 
Landon clearly identified with the moderate 
wing of the Republican party, ma.king him 
more acceptable to those whom Hoover's 
rigid conservatism had alienated in 1932.4 

South Dakota political observers esti
mated that Union party candidate Lemke 
might poll in excess of twenty percent of 
South Dakota's popular vote, recalling that 
third-party candidates had fared conspicu
ously well in several past presidential elec
tions. In 1892, Populist James B. Weaver had 
received 26,552 votes (37.8 percent) in South 
Dakota, while in 1912 Theodore Roosevelt, 
the Progressive ("Bull Moose") nominee, had 
accumulated 58,811 ballots (50.6 percent). In 
1920 Parley P. Christensen, the Farmer
Labor candidate, had won 34,406 votes (19.0 
percent), and four years later, Progressive 
Robert M. La Follette secured 75,200 votes 
(36.9 percent). Observers speculated that if 
Lemke did reasonably well in his presi
dential bid in South Dakota, he might cause 
serious problems for the Roosevelt can
didacy.5 

With few exceptions, South Dakota Demo
crats expected that 1936 would be a produc
tive year for their party. President Roo
sevelt's magnetic personality would be a 
meaningful factor in the presidential con
test, as it had in 1932. Destined to become 
the most formidable vote-getter in the an
nals of American politics, Roosevelt had 
twice won the governorship of New York, the 
nation's largest and most diverse state. In 
the 1932 presidential election, he had won 
every state between the Ohio River and the 
Pacific Ocean. His aristocratic background 
notwithstanding, Roosevelt repeatedly 
stressed his commitment to improving the 
lot of the small and frequently impoverished 
farmer. During his first administration, he 
had persuaded Congress to enact the most 
sweeping domestic-reform program in Amer
ican history. An orator of renowned elo
quence, he had delivered a number of his leg
endary "fireside chats" before the 1936 cam
paign began. s 

In addition to Roosevelt's popularity, 
Democrats had further reason to be optimis
tic when they reviewed the off-year elections 
of 1934, which had afforded voters an oppor
tunity to express their approval for or Ms
enchantment with Roosevelt's New Deal. In 
all previous off-year elections, the party con
trolling the White House had lost congres
sional seats and governorships. In 1934, how
ever, the Democrats added to their already 
sizeable House and Senate majorities and 
captured several key governorships. Particu
larly noteworthy were Democratic successes 
in the Midwest, where Democrats won Sen
ate seats in Ohio, Indiana, Missouri, and Ne
braska and governorships in Ohio, Iowa, Ne
braska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. In 
South Dakota, both incumbent Democratic 
congressmen, Fred H. Hildebrandt of Water
town and Theodore B. Werner of Rapid City, 
defeated their Republican adversaries. Vot
ers gave Democratic Governor Tom Berry a 
second term by a record 62,593 majority.7 

Of paramount importance to the fate of the 
Democratic ticket in South Dakota, how
ever, was the impact of the various New Deal 
agricultural programs, which had resulted in 
a steady increase in annual farm income 
across the Midwest and the entire nation. 
Such landmark measures as the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1933, the Farm Mortgage 
Moratorium Act of 1935, the Soil Conserva-

tion and Domestic Allotment Act, and the 
Rural Electrification Act had contributed to 
a reversal of the misfortunes that had 
plagued American agriculture since the 
early 1920s. Between 1932 and 1936, farm in
come nationwide had increased by more than 
sixty-eight percent, from $6,405,000,000 to 
Sl0,756,000,000. Roosevelt's emphasis on farm 
relief generated considerable enthusiasm in 
South Dakota and its neighboring states 
throughout the farm belt, where support for 
the president crossed party lines. Endorsing 
Roosevelt in 1936 were Senators George W. 
Norris of Nebraska, Henrik Shipstead of Min
nesota, and Robert M. La Follette, Jr .. of 
Wisconsin, three distinguished public serv
ants who had long advocated farm relief but 
had never affiliated with the Democratic 
party.a 

In late August, prior to launching his for
mal reelection campaign, Roosevelt traveled 
through several midwestern states on a 
drought-inspection trip. The president vis
ited South Dakota from 28 to 30 August, par
ticipating in drought-crisis conferences in 
Perre and Rapid City. Roosevelt's presence 
in South Dakota generated a substantial 
amount of ·favorable publicity around the 
country, and the chief executive frequently 
reminded South Dakotans of his administra
tion's unwavering commitments to agri- • 
culture and conservation.9 

At Aberdeen on 28 August, the president 
expressed concern over both the drought and 
the projected needs of the 1936-1937 winter, 
stating, "I have been thinking more about 
the future, for I want to see South Dakota 
continue to grow and prosper." Acknowledg
ing that the economy of South Dakota was 
largely dependent upon agriculture, Roo
sevelt stressed that those who lived in the 
cities needed to realize that "there would 
not be any cities if there were not any 
farms." Urging South Dakotans "to cooper
ate with Nature," the president concluded: 
"I have come out here to learn more about 
the conditions at first hand. I shall take 
back to Washington with me the picture of a 
whole lot of people with courage, with their 
chins up, who are telling us that they are 
going to see things through. And I am going 
to help."10 

Later the same day, Roosevelt ·delivered an 
extemporaneous speech at Huron. Voicing 
optimism about the future, the president as
serted that the federal government was "try
ing to restore this country out through here 
to a position where we can go ahead in South 
Dakota to better times, not only in the 
cities, but on the farms." Confident that the 
cooperation of South Dakotans would make 
"the days to come more happy and pros
perous than in the past," Roosevelt climaxed 
his remarks with his own appraisal of the 
farm situation: "I notice a good deal of 
change up here from the days when wheat 
was selling at twenty-five cents and corn at 
ten cents, even if we have not got so much 
wheat and corn. And next year we hope that 
we shall have them and that the prices for 
them will be higher than they were in the 
old days." 11 The president also spoke at 
Mount Rushmore after unveiling the face of 
Thomas Jefferson on 30 August. In an infor
mal speech, he hailed the memorial to demo
cratic government as an inspiration "not 
only in our own beloved country, but, we 
hope, throughout the world." 12 

Although Republican presidential can
didate Alfred Landon did not appear in 
South Dakota during the 1936 campaign, his 
running mate, Chicago Daily News publisher 
Frank Knox, visited the state in early Sep
tember. In addresses delivered at Mitchell, 
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Aberdeen, and Rapid City, Knox criticized 
the Roosevelt Administration for squander
ing government money and charged that 
New Deal farm policies had resulted in a loss 
of foreign markets. Knox assured South Da
kotans that the Republican party would not 
cut relief benefits but would instead elimi
nate the waste in government programs.is 

William Lemke, the Union party nominee, 
confined his 1936 campaign in South Dakota 
to a single speech in Sioux Falls on 7 Octo
ber, in which he predicted that he would 
caITy the state in the general election if the 
race between Roosevelt and Lemke was 
close. Denouncing the records of both major 
parties, Lemke declared: "We are through 
with the reactionary Democrats and Repub
licans. They are not only breeds of the same 
cat, but are the same cat." Presenting him
self as the true friend of the farmer, Lemke 
recalled the bills that he and his North Da
kota colleague, Sen. Lynn J. Frazier, had au
thored between 1933 and 1936 ca111ng for mas
sive federal aid for agriculture.14 

Perhaps the most noteworthy development 
of the entire 1936 South Dakota presidential 
campaign was Sen. Peter Norbeck's decision 
to endorse Roosevelt. A lifelong Republican 
and highly respected leader of the bipartisan 
congressional farm bloc, Norbeck, of 
Redfield, South Dakota, had been elected 
governor twice and United States senator 
three times. Despite his Republican affili
ation, Norbeck had compiled a virtually un
blemished record of support for New Deal 
legislation. In his 13 October announcement 
that he favored Roosevelt's reelection, 
Norbeck credited the president with having 
fostered business recovery and improved the 
overall welfare of agriculture.is 

Republicans met Norbeck's endorsement 
with dismay, but they took encouragement 
from the results of two public-opinion polls 
published in the Farm Journal and the Lit
erary Digest. The Farm Journal's surveys, 
conducted monthly between August and No
vember, revealed that Landon led Roosevelt 
in South Dakota by 13.5 to 18.8 percent. The 
Literary Digest findings indicated that 
Landon would handily caITy the state by a 
margin of 25.6 to 28.9 percent. Both polls pre
dicted that Lemke would not be a factor in 
the South Dakota election. According to the 
Farm Journal, Lemke would attract a maxi
mum of 74 percent of the ballots, while the 
Literary Digest calculated the North Dako
tan's proportion at 5.7 percent or less.16 

The Gallup and Crossley polls indicated a 
somewhat different political climate in the 
state. In several surveys conducted between 
24 November 1935 and 19 January 1936, the 
Gallup organization concluded that most 
South Dakotans favored the president's re
election. In late August, however, the poll 
placed South Dakota and ten other states in 
the "borderline Republican" category. In 
late October, South Dakota was listed in the 
ranks of fourteen "doubtful" states. The 
Crossley Poll published the results of three 
surveys in the autumn of 1936. On 27 Septem
ber, the poll estimated that Roosevelt and 
Landon would both receive fifty percent of 
the popular vote, while on 1 November it pro
jected that the president held a fifty-four-to
forty-six-percent advantage over his Repub
lican challenger .17 

On 3 November 1936, nearly three hundred 
thousand South Dakotans went to the polls 
to choose between Roosevelt and Landon. 
Early returns showed the president leading 
his Republican challenger in approximately 
three-quarters of the state's counties. By 
midnight it was certain that Roosevelt 
would carry South Dakota by at least thirty 
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thousand votes. After all the ballots were 
counted, Roosevelt had garnered 160,137 
votes (54.0 percent); Landon, 125,977 (42.5 per
cent); and Lemke, 10,338 (3.5 percent).1s 

While the president's plurality of 34,160 
votes was far less than his 1932 margin of 
84,303, he prevailed over Landon in fifty-four 
of South Dakota's sixty-nine counties. In ad
dition to winning most of the state's rural 
areas, Roosevelt also ran well in eight pri
marily urban counties, although in the larg
est, Minnehaha County, his margin of vic
tory was only 756 votes: 

County 

Minnehaha (Sioux Falls) ......................................... . 
Brown (Aberdeen) .............................................. ..... . 
Beadle (Huron) ...................... .................................. . 
Pennington (Rapid City) ......................................... . 
Davison (Mitchell) ............... .................................... . 
Yankton (Yankton) .................................................. . 

~~n(~:r~~~~jrt~~~.~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Roosevelt 

13,174 
9,177 
5,843 
5,557 
4,983 
4,349 
4,256 
3,070 

Landon 

12,418 
4,505 
2,965 
4,442 
2,510 
2,702 
3,005 

191,692 

The Republican challenger had captured 
only fifteen counties, twelve of which were 
located east of the Missouri River. Landon 
proved particularly strong in seven counties 
close to the Minnesota border: 

County Landon Roosevelt 

Brookings ...................................... .......................... . 3,899 3,161 
Turner ..... .......... ................... ..... .............................. .. 3,214 2,923 
Lake ............ ..... ..... .... .... ..... ...... ............................... . 3,182 2,520 
Lincoln .................................................................... . 2,918 2,541 
Kingsbury ................................................................ . 2,813 2,037 
Hamlin ................................................................... .. 1,857 1,622 
Deuel ...................................................................... .. 1,595 20 1,440 

Interestingly, all seven counties had fa
vored Roosevelt in 1932. 

As some pollsters had predicted, Lemke's 
10,338 votes had absolutely no impact on the 
outcome of South Dakota's presidential con
test. His candidacy harmed Roosevelt only in 
Butte County, which Landon carried by six 
votes. As a long-time advocate of farm relief 
and an outspoken congressman from an adja
cent state, Lemke was well known in South 
Dakota. Although he did attract a somewhat 
higher proportion of the vote in the state 
than in other parts of the nation, his per
formance was obviously disappointing. The 
fact that the president swept most of the 
state's rural counties indicated that South 
Dakotans were generally satisfied with the 
New Deal farm programs and saw no over
riding reason to cast a protest vote for 
Lemke.21 

In November 1936, across the country, Roo
sevelt scored the most overwhelming victory 
in the annals of American presidential elec
tions, defeating Landon by 531 to 8 ballots in 
the electoral college and 11,068,093 in the 
popular vote. In nearly all sections of the 
United States, Roosevelt substantially im
proved his showing over that of 1932-except 
in South Dakota and a few other states, 
where the president's percentage declined. 
While his support nationwide increased from 
57.4 to 60.8 percent, his share of the vote in 
South Dakota dropped from 63.6 to 54.0 per
cent.22 

Roosevelt's overwhelming victory in other 
areas of the country reflected the fact that 
by 1936, the problems confronting urban 
America had begun to preoccupy the presi
dent. Such significant New Deal laws as the 
National Housing Act of 1934, the Social Se
curity Act, and the National Labor Relations 
(Wagner) Act had enormous importance to 
tens of millions of citizens clustered in the 
nation's urban centers. While the president 
still commanded the loyalty of most farmers 
in South Dakota and its neighboring agricul
tural states, his popularity in the industrial 
states of the Northeast and Midwest had 

'· 

grown significantly. Between the 1932 and 
1936 elections, the proportion of the vote 
Roosevelt received in the industrial states of 
New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, 
Michigan, and Illinois rose an average of 6.8 
percent, an increase of 2,348,113 votes.23 

In 1932, the Roosevelt landslide had re
sulted in Democrats winning nearly all key 
South Dakota offices. In 1936, the coattail ef
fects of the president's victory were more 
limited. Although the Republican party had 
been unable to deny Roosevelt South Dako
ta's four electoral votes, it had regained con
trol of both the governorship and the legisla
ture and ousted an incumbent Democrat in 
the second congressional district. In the gu
bernatorial race, Republican Leslie Jensen of 
Hot Springs emerged victorious by a 9,404-
vote margin over Democratic incumbent 
Tom Berry. Republicans registered net in
creases of ten seats in the state senate and 
twenty-five seats in the house of representa
tives. In the second congressional district 
race, Republican Francis H. Case of Custer 
prevailed by a vote of 34,812 to 32,549 over 
Democrat Theodore B. Werner, thus begin
ning a career on Capitol Hill that would span 
more than a quarter century. Republicans 
also made respectable showings in contests 
for the United States Senate and the first 
congressional district. Republican Senate 
candidate Chan Gurney of Yankton secured 
49.2 percent of the vote, coming within 6,048 
votes of unseating Democratic incumbent 
William J. Bulow, and Republican Karl E. 
Mundt of Madison received 49.4 percent of 
the vote for the House seat, losing the race 
to Fred H. Hildebrandt by only 2,570 votes.24 

In South Dakota, a correlation certainly 
existed between the president's second vic
tory in 1936 and the progress his administra
tion had made in combating the depression. 
To assert that Roosevelt had ended the de
pression by November 1936 would be erro
neous, but evidence abounded that both the 
state and the nation as a whole had experi
enced gradual economic recovery during 
Roosevelt's tenure. Of paramount impor
tance were the figures both for annual state
wide farm income and prices of individual 
crops. In 1932, South Dakota's farm income 
from crops, livestock, and government pay
ments had been $56,654,000, while in 1936 the 
figure had been $103,972,000. This increase of 
$47,318,000 represented a rise of nearly 54.5 
percent and reflected the prices South Da
kota farmers received for their crops. The 
comparative statistics for four major crops 
were as follows: 

Crop 1932 1936 

Corn ............................ $0.25 per bushel .......... $1.08 per bushel. 
Wheat .......................... $0.34 per bushel .......... $1.15 per bushel. 
Oats ............................ $0.10 per bushel .......... $0.40 per bushel. 
Barley .......... ............. ... $0.16 per bushel .......... $0.67 per bushe1.2s 

The outcome of the presidential election of 
1936 in South Dakota constituted both a per
sonal tribute to Franklin D. Roosevelt and a 
basic sympathy on the part of most South 
Dakotans with the objectives of the New 
Deal. While South Dakota had been consist
ently Republican since its admission to the 
Union in 1889, Roosevelt's dynamic personal
ity and avowed determination to change the 
nation's economic structure, along with 
some recognizable success, had profoundly 
influenced the people of the state. 

In no sense did the South Dakota election 
of 1936 suggest a mandate for the Democratic 
party. Indeed, the president's victory was 
considerably more modest than in 1932, and 
the electorate of South Dakota, while declin
ing to approve Landon's candidacy, had re
turned control of the state government to 
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the Republicans. Moreover, the extremely 
close House and Senate contests confirmed 
that South Dakotans were almost evenly di
vided over which party should represent 
them in Congress. In helping to elect Roo
sevelt to a second term, South Dakotans did 
not repeat their 1932 repudiation of state Re
publican party leadership. In voting Demo
cratic at the presidential level in 1936, the 
citizens of South Dakota continued to affirm 
their support of Roosevelt's New Deal and 
act as a barometer concerning midwestern 
political trends.• 

FOOTNOTES 
1Richard C. Bain and Judith H. Paris, Convention 

Decisions and Voting Records, 2d ed. (Washington, 
D.C.; Brookings Institution, 1973), pp. 24fr50; New 
York Times, 12 June 1936, pp. 1, 12, 27 June 1936, pp. 
1. 8, 23 Aug. 1936, pp. 1, 35. Comprehensive accounts 
of the 1936 presidential campaign can be found in the 
following works: James A. Farley, Behind the Bal
lots: The Personal History of a Politician (New 
York: Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1938), pp. 289-327; Wil
liam E. Leuchtenberg, Franklin D. Roosevelt and 
the New Deal, 1932-1940 (New York: Harper & Row, 
1963), pp. 175-96; Donald R. McCoy, Landon of Kansas 
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1966), pp. 
262-339; and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics 
of Upheaval (Boston, Mass.: Houghton, Mifflin Co., 
1960), pp. 626-43. 

2svend Petersen, A Statistical History of the 
American Presidential Elections (New York: Fred
erick Ungar Publishing Co., 1963), pp. 67, 70, 74, 78, 81, 
83, 86, 89, 91. Between 1900 and 1928, the Republicans 
won eight of nine contests for the Senate and pre
vailed in thirty-six of the thirty-nine campaigns for 
seals in the House. The only South Dakota Demo
crats serving on Capitol Hill during the period were 
Sen. Edwin S. Johnson of Platte and Rep. Harry L. 
Gandy of Rapid City. The sole Democratic governor 
was William J. Bulow of Beresford, elected in 1926 
and reelected in 1928. Guide to U.S. Elections (Wash
ington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1975), pp. 
4~30. 477. 504-5, 690, 695, 700, 705, 710, 715, 722, 729, 
734, 739, 745, 749, 754, 759, 764; Lawrence F. Kennedy, 
comp., Biographical Directory of the American Con
gress, 1884-1971 (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1971), pp. 983, 1191; Robert Sobel and 
John Raimo, comps., Biographical Directory of the 
Governors of the United States, 17~1978, 4 vols. 
(Westport, Conn.: Meckler Books, 1978), 4:1449-54. 

ssouth Dakota, Legislative Manual (1933), pp. 297-
98, 301-9, 52G-34, 536-70; Philip A. Grant, Jr., "Estab
lishing a Two-Party System: The 1932 Presidential 
Election is South Dakota," Presidential Studies 
Quarterly 10 (Winter 1980): 76-79. For an analysis of 
the 1932 national election and party platforms, see 
Frank Freidel, "Election of 1932," in History of 
American Presidential Elections, 1789-1968, ed. Ar
thur M. Schlesinger, Jr., 4 vols. (New York: Chelsea 
House Publishers, 1971), 3:2707-62. 

11n 1932, Democrats had won governorships in 
Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Iowa, 
Wisconsin, Nebraska, and South Dakota, while Min
nesota voters had elected the Farmer-Labor can
didate. Guide to U.S. Elections, pp. 406-7, 415-18, 425, 
430, 436. Having won by a mere 5,637-vote margin in 
1932, Landon defeated his Democratic opponent by a 
62,153 majority in 1934. After the 1934 elections, Re
publicans held only eight of the nation's forty-eight 
governorships and one hundred twenty-eight of the 
five hundred thirty-one seats in Congress. Guide to 
U.S. Elections, pp. 397-437, 48fr509, 776-80. 

5Jbid., pp. 279, 284, 286-87. The following volumes 
offer scholarly analyses of the Lenke campaign: 
David H. Bennett, Demagogues in the Depression: 
American Radicals and the Union Party, 1932-1938 
(New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 
1969), pp. 1~276; Edward C. Blackorby, Prairie 
Rebel: The Public Life of William Lemke (Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska Press, 1963), pp. 217-31; Don
ald R. McCoy, Angry Voices: Left-of-Center Politics 
in the New Deal Era (Lawrence: University of Kan
sas Press, 1958), pp. 142-57. 

&Guide to U.S. Elections, p. 289. 
7Jbid., pp. 491, 496-97, 501; Kennedy, Biographical 

Directory of the American Congress, pp. 1116-17, 
1901; Sobel and Raimo, Biographical Directory of 
Governors, 2:446-47, 3:906-7, 1182, 1230-31, 4:1454-55 
New York Times, 7 Nov. 1934, pp. 1-2, 8 Nov. 1934, pp. 
1-3. 

&John A. Garraty, ed., Dictionary of American Bi
ography, Supplement Six (1956-1960) (New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1980), pp. 577-79; Richard 

Lowitt, George W. Norris: The Triumph of a Pro
gressive, 1933-1944 (Urbana: University of Illinois 
Press, 1978), pp. 151-62; Patrick J. Maney, "Young 
Bob" La Follette: A Biography of Robert M. La 
Follette, Jr., 1895-1953 (Columbia: University of Mis
souri Press, 1978), pp. 1~91. Roosevelt's farm-relief 
programs are discussed in Frank Freidel, Franklin 
D. Roosevelt: Launching the New Deal (Boston, 
Mass.: Little, Brown & Co., 1973), pp. 83-101, 308-19; 
Van L. Perkins, Crisis in Agriculture: The Agricul
tural Adjustment Administration and the New Deal, 
1933 (Berkeley: University of California. Press, 1969), 
pp. 1-78; Theodore Saloutos and John D. Hicks, Agri
cultural Discontent in the Middle West, 1900-1939 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1951), pp. 
452-502; and Edward L. Schapsmeier and Frederick 
M. Schapsmeier, Henry A. Wallace of Iowa: The 
Agrarian Years, 191(}.-1940 (Ames: Iowa State Univer
sity Press, 1968), pp. 166-209. 

usioux Falls Daily Argus-Leader, 30 Aug. 1936; 
Washington Evening Star, 29, 31 Aug. 1936; New York 
Times, 31 Aug. 1936, pp. 1, 3. 

10 Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roo
sevelt, 1936 (New York: Macmillan Co., 1938), 
pp. 307-8. 

11 Ibid., pp. 308-9. 
12Jbid., pp. 309-10. 
13Edward T. James, ed., Dictionary of American 

Biography, Supplement Three (1941-1945) (New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1973), pp. 424-26; New York 
Herald Tribune, 11 Sept. 1936; Sioux Falls Daily 
Argus-Leader, 10, 11 Sept. 1936; Rapid City Journal, 
10 Sept. 1936. 

11 Sioux Falls Daily Argus-Leader. 8 Oct. 1936. 
isRonald L. Feinman, Twilight of Progressivism: 

The Western Republican Senators and the New Deal 
(Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1981), p. 106; Gilbert C. Fite, Peter Norbeck: Prairie 
Statesman, University of Missouri Studies, vol. 22, 
no. 2 (Columbia, 1948), pp. 202-4; Sioux Falls Daily 
Argus-Leader, 14 Oct. 1936. 

ie Farm Journal 60, no. 8 (Aug. 1936): 18, no. 9 (Sept. 
1936): 19, no. 10 (Oct. 1936): 17, and no. 11 (Nov. 1936): 
17; Literary Digest 122, no. 14 (3 Oct. 1936): 7, no. 15 
(10 Oct. 1936): 7, no. 16 (17 Oct. 1936): 7, no. 17 (24 Oct. 
1936): 9, no. 18 (31 Oct. 1936): 5. 

n George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opin
ion, 1935-1971, 3 vols. (New York: Random House, 
1972), 1:3-4, 6, 10, 32-33, 38; New York American, 27 
Sept., 25 Oct., 1Nov.1936. 

18 Richard M. Scammon, comp. and ed., America at 
the Polls: A Handbook of American Presidential 
Election Statistics, 192(}.-1964 (Pittsburgh, Pa.: Uni
versity of Pittsburgh Press, 1965), pp. 404-5; Sioux 
Falls Daily Argus-Leader, 4, 5, 6 Nov. 1936. 

iu Scammon, America at the Polls, pp. 403-5. 
20 Ibid., pp. 402-5. 
21 Ibid. In 1936, Lemke's 892,492 ballots accounted 

for 1.96 percent of the nation's total votes. Lemke 
polled the following proportions in South Dakota 
and the surrounding farm states: South Dakota, 3.5 
percent; Nebraska, 2.1 percent; Iowa, 2.6 percent; and 
North Dakota, 13.4 percent. Guide to U.S. Elections, 
p. 290. 

22 Guide to U.S. Elections, pp. 251, 289-90. 
23 Ibid., pp. 2~90. 

24 Guide to U.S. Elections, pp. 430, 504, 784; South 
Dakota, Official Directory and Rules of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, Twenty-fifth Session 
of the Legislature of South Dakota, 1937-1938, pp. 22-
26, 43-49; Biographical Directory of the American 
Congress, pp. 714, 1043, 1454; Sobel and Raimo, Bio
graphical Directory of Governors, 4:1455. 

25 South Dakota, Cooperative Crop and Livestock 
Reporting Service, Agricultural Statistics, Annual 
Report, 1937 (Sioux Falls, S.Dak., [1937)), pp. 12-13, 
57, 61-63. 

COMMENDATION TO THE ORGAN 
PIPE CACTUS MONUMENT STAFF 
AND VOLUNTEERS 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the efforts of sea
sonal live-in volunteers and staff at the 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 
in southern Arizona. The workers at 
this monument have expended tireless 
efforts to help preserve a magnificent 
desert frontier and jewel of the Amer
ican Southwest. 

Established in 1937, Organ Pipe Cac
tus National Monument serves as a 

pristine, undisturbed sample of the 
Sonoran desert, featuring plant and 
wildlife indigenous only to the South
west. Under a crisp blue Arizona sky, 
visitors can drive through this remote 
desert wilderness, hike a back country 
trail, or camp at facilities throughout 
the preserved 330,689-acre monument. 
The monument provides Arizonans and 
all Americans a beautiful sample of the 
diversity and splendor our magnificent 
land has to offer. Within its boundaries 
great expanses of native cactus and 
wild flowers carpet a contrasting land 
supporting delicate life and a fragile 
ecosystem. 

Mr. President, it is the efforts of the 
volunteers and staff at Organ Pipe that 
help preserve this natural desert won
derland. Greatly limited in size and fi
nancial capacity, the Organ Pipe staff 
relies heavily on live-in winter volun
teers to assist visitors at the site. The 
monument handles over 200,000 visitors 
every year, many of whom visit in the 
warm Arizona winter season. The 
monument employs only about 25 peo
ple, who oversee every aspect of oper
ations at the site. Everything from 
trail maintenance to administrative 
work is handled by these individuals. 

Due to the amount of work that is re
quired to keep the facility's day-to-day 
operations running, the volunteers at 
Organ Pipe provide the support and as
sistance needed to help the overbur
dened staff ensure a successful oper
ation. They assume many of the same 
responsibilities as do the staff, and 
often share their own knowledge and 
experiences of the Sonoran desert with 
monument visitors. In exchange for 4 
days of volunteer work each week, the 
volunteers are provided with a space to 
hook up their RV's and full utility 
amenities. Some trek from as far away 
as Vermont and Canada every winter 
to work at the monument. 

Mr. President, without the contribu
tions of these people, the monument 
could not provide information services 
and self-reliant features that many 
outside of the area often take for 
granted. Their efforts and dedication 
have been extraordinary, and the fruit 
of their work can be seen by the beauty 
of the park and in the enjoyment of its 
visitors. Every day they share inf orma
tion that they have discovered through 
experiences and research about the 
Sonoran desert, adding to the edu
cational value of a visit to the monu
ment. 

Mr. President, I enthusiastically sa
lute the volunteers and staff at Organ 
Pipe Cactus National Monument and 
thank them for their tireless preserva
tion and educational contributions to 
the lives of Arizonans and visitors from 
around the country and the world. 
Their efforts are helping to preserve a 
rare and fragile ecosystem so that our 
children and our children's children 
can enjoy the raw beauty of nature. I 
commend these volunteers listed below 
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and ask that we all follow their exam
ple by cherishing and preserving the 
natural treasures we all share. 

ORGAN PIPE CACTUS NATIONAL MONUMENT 
VOLUNTEERS 

Beale, Daphne; Beale, Don; Black, 
Alvin; Black, Melba; Gordon, Essee; 
Gordon, Kenneth; Johnson, Charles; 
Johnson, Jean; Klitsch, Esther; 
Klitsch, Frank; Nuss, Kenneth; and 
Nuss, Sarah. 

Powers, Bruce; Powers, Vicki; Sand
er, Alice; Sander, Frank; Stephens, 
Dick; Stephens, Janice; Van 
Wyngarden, Jerry; Willis, Talmage; 
Willis, Norma; Wolfe, Jerry; Wolfe, 
Lois; Smith, Harold J., supervisor; 
Schlinkmann, Shirley, secretary; and 
Losher, Cathryn, administrative tech
nician.• 

LIVE IT SAFE 
•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I want to 
bring to the attention of my colleagues 
a worthwhile public service activity 
that has been undertaken by the Amer
ican Academy of Orthopaedic Sur
geons. Since the main headquarters of 
the academy is in Illinois, I am par
ticularly pleased to share the informa
tion about their recent efforts to pre
vent hip injury, one of the main causes 
of disability among our senior citizens. 

During the past few years, the acad
emy has launched a series of nation
wide public education programs de
signed to prevent injuries. Reducing 
the number of preventable injuries is 
one of the most important steps we can 
take to lower health care costs in our 
country, and public service educational 
programs are a significant help in this 
effort. The academy's most recent pub
lic service program, Live It Safe, fo
cuses attention on the prevention of 
broken hips. 

In carrying out the Live It Safe pro
gram, orthopedists have found that the 
general public is not aware of the num
ber of hip fractures that occur each 
year or of the serious consequences. 
There are more than 280,000 hip frac
tures each year, mostly in older 
women, and most require hospitaliza
tion and surgery. Although modern or
thopedic care and surgical technology 
offer new hope for bone healing, most 
hip fracture patients who lived inde
pendently before the injury will need 
assistance from family members or 
others after the injury. 

Forty percent of hip fracture pa
tients aged 65 or older are discharged 
from hospitals to long-term care facili
ties. All hip fracture patients require 
walking aids for several months after 
injury, and nearly half will perma
nently require canes or walkers to 
move around their homes or outdoors. 

Mr. President, hip fractures have a 
major impact on society. According to 
the academy, the annual cost to the 
U.S. health care system for acute and 
convalescent care is more than $9.8 bil-

lion. That's an average of $35,000 per 
patient, since the expected hospital 
stay is almost 2 weeks. In addition, 
continuing care, including nursing 
homes, paid caretakers, and assistance 
from family members greatly increases 
the expense of hip fractures beyond 
that of hospitalization and surgery. 

Osteoporosis, age, female gender, nu
trition, personal habits, physical and 
mental impairments, unsafe living en
vironments, and use of medications are 
some of the factors associated with hip 
fractures. Prevention of hip fractures 
is far better and less costly than treat
ment after the bone is broken. As part 
of its public education program, the 
American Academy of Orthopaedic 
Surgeons suggests several measures 
that can help prevent broken hips. 
These include: A diet adequate in cal
cium, particularly during childhood, 
adolescence, and adulthood; exercise to 
minimize bone loss; proper diagnosis 
and early treatment to reduce the risk 
of osteoporosis; elimination of smoking 
and excessive alcohol use, both of 
which cause bone loss and increase the 
risk of a fracture; and creation of a 
safe home environment by recognizing 
and taking necessary steps to minimize 
risk of preventable falls from known 
home hazards. 

Mr. President, while orthopedic sur
geons are experts in the diagnosis and 
treatment of disorders involving bones, 
joints, ligaments, tendons, muscles, 
and nerves, it is important to note that 
they are also interested in reducing the 
need for their services by preventing 
injuries. I want to commend the Amer
ican Academy of Orthopaedic Surgeons 
for increasing public awareness of the 
risk factors that lead to hip fractures 
in the elderly and developing strategies 
for preventing the injury. 

The academy invites all Members of 
the House and Senate to contact them 
for copies of the brochure "Live It 
Safe" to share with our constituents. 
The address is: American Academy of 
Orthopaedic Surgeons, 6300 North River 
Road, Rosemont, IL 60018. Their phone 
number is (708) 823-7186.• 

KE KUKUI MALAMALAMA AW ARD 
WINNERS 

• Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the winners of 
the Office of Hawaiian Affairs' second 
annual Ke Kukui Malamalama Award 
for excellence in Hawaiian education. 

The award honors individuals or 
groups who have excelled in leadership, 
curriculum development, innovative 
education, encouragement of Hawai
ians in education, and sensitivity to 
Hawaiians and Hawaiian culture. 

This year's awards were presented to 
Rubellite Kawena Johnson, professor, 
University of Hawaii, Manoa; Harriet 
Awana O'Sullivan, Alu Like's Oahu is
land representative; Abraham Piianaia, 
lecturer, University of Hawaii, Manoa; 

and Jack Yama, a community volun
teer. 

Others honored at the ceremony in
cluded Allan Makahinu Barcarse, Ha
waiian studies teacher, King Inter
mediate School; Robert Cazimero, 
kumu hula; Dion-Magrit Malamakahu 
Coschigano, executive vice-president, 
Historic Hawaii foundation; Carldean 
Nalani Tollefsen Fisher, teaching/read
ing specialist, Nanakuli High and In
termediate School; Elizabeth 
Kauahipaula, kupuna, Hawaiian Stud
ies ' Program, Waiau Elementary 
School; John Keola Lake, teacher, St. 
Louis High School; Nina Lane, retired 
educator/administrator, department of 
education (posthumous); Cecilia 
Kapuaokaainaoku 'uipoleimanu Lee-
Lindo, resource teacher, Hawaiian 
studies, Hongwanji Mission School; 
Nova-Jean Laulipolipo' okanahele 
McKenzie, Hawaiian studies/Hawaiian 
language teacher, Pearl City High 
School; and Kaupena Wong, retired ed
ucator/administrator, department of 
education. 

Mr. President, since the arrival of 
westernization in the Hawaiian Islands 
in 1778, and the subsequent 1893 over
throw of the Kingdom of Hawaii and 
1898 annexation of Hawaii by the Unit
ed States, native Hawaiians have 
struggled to preserve their cultural 
heritage. Necessary to this struggle is 
education. The education of history, 
language, religion, and culture and art~ 
of the Hawaiian people, among Hawai
ians and non-Hawaiians alike, have 
paved the way for a renewed sense of 
pride and dignity among native Hawai
ians. 

I firmly believe that education will 
continue to be one of the most impor
tant resources we can use to preserve 
our cultural heritage. I commend the 
contributions of the Ke Kui 
Malamalama Award winners in their 
efforts to help the native Hawaiian 
people. As we observe the centennial of 
the 1893 overthrow of the Kingdom of 
Hawaii, there can be no better time to 
commend such efforts to the Hawaiian 
cause.• 

90TH ANNIVERSARY TRIBUTE TO 
THE SALT RIVER PROJECT 

•Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
would like to pay special tribute to the 
oldest multipurpose reclamation 
project in the United States. The Salt 
River project [SRPJ, created in 1903, is 
the Nation's third largest public power 
utility and Arizona's largest water sup
plier. 

On February 7, 1993, the Salt River 
project celebrated 90 years of dedicated 
service to the citizens of Arizona. This 
great organization provides a variety 
of services, including electrical power, 
to over 550,000 customers and a water 
delivery system that includes the fol
lowing: Six Salt River project lakes, 
including Theodore Roosevelt Dam; 
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water to industrial, municipal, residen
tial, and agricultural users, and; over 
1,300 miles of a water delivery system 
to serve over 240,000 acres of agricul
tural lands. 

The Salt River project is an invalu
able energy resource to the State of 
Arizona. The Salt River project is also 
a good citizen whose community ac
tivities spread far and wide. It partici
pates in community programs, encour
ages employee voluntarism, funds char
itable causes, and promotes edu
cational programs. Community service 
is a key element to the overall man
agement of the Salt River project. 
Community service projects sponsored 
by the Salt River project includes: En
ergy conservation programs including 
an aggressive lighting efficiency pro
gram; major sponsor of Phoenix Clean 
and Beautiful; member of EPA's na
tional Green Lights Program for cus
tomers, and; winner of the Governor's 
Pride in Arizona Award for corporate 
recycling for 1991-92. 

Of special note to citizens across the 
United States is the estimated $430 · 
million effort by the Salt River project 
to reduce by 90 percent sulfur dioxide 
emissions at the Navajo Generating 
Station located 80 miles from the 
Grand Canyon. When annual operation 
and maintenance costs are added it is 
estimated that more than $2.9 billion 
will be spent on this effort over the 
next 22 years. This initiative again 
demonstrates SRP's commitment to 
the environment and the people of Ari
zona. 

Mr. President, it is with great pleas
ure that I recognize and applaud SRP's 
90 years of dedicated service to the 
State of Arizona and its communities.• 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE RULES 
• Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President; in 
accordance with paragraph 2 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate, I submit the rules of the Commit
tee on Finance to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

These committee rules were adopted 
at the committee's executive session 
held on February 1, 1993, and are un
changed from the previous Congress. 

The rules follow: 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

I. RULES OF PROCEDURE 

(Adopted February 1, 1993) 
Rule 1. Regular Meeting Days.-The regular 

meeting day of the committee shall be the 
second and fourth Tuesday of each month, 
except that if there be no business before the 
committee the regular meeting shall be 
omitted. 

Rule 2. Committee Meetings.-(a) Except as 
provided by paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate (relating to 
special meetings called by a majority of the 
committee) and subsection (b) of this rule, 
committee meetings, for the conduct of busi
ness, for the purpose of holding hearings, or 
for any other purpose, shall be called by the 
chairman. Members will be notified of com-

mittee meetings at least 48 hours in advance, 
unless the chairman determines that an 
emergency situation requires a meeting on 
shorter notice. The notification will include 
a written agenda together with materials 
prepared by the staff relating to that agenda. 
After the agenda for a committee meeting is 
published and distributed, no nongermane 
items may be brought up during that meet
ing unless at least two-thirds of the members 
present agree to consider those items. 

(b) In the absence of the chairman, meet
ings of the committee may be called by the 
ranking majority member of the committee 
who is present, provided authority to call 
meetings has been delegated to such member 
by the chairman. 

Rule 3. Presiding Officer.--(,a) The chair
man shall preside at all meetings and hear
ings of the committee except that in his ab
sence the ranking majority member who is 
present at the meeting shall preside. 

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by 
subsection (a) any member of the committee 
may preside over the conduct of a hearing. 

Rule 4. Quorums.-(a) Except as provided 
in subsection (b) one-third of the member
ship of the committee, including not less 
than one member of the majority party and 
one member of the minority party, shall con
stitute a quorum for the conduct of business. 

(b) Nothwithstanding the rule prescribed 
by subsection (a), one member shall con
stitute a quorum for the purpose of conduct
ing a hearing. 

Rule 5. Reporting of Measures or Rec
ommendations.-No measure or recommenda
tion shall be reported from the committee 
unless a majority of the committee is actu
ally present and a majority of those present 
concur. 

Rule 6. Proxy Voting; Polling.-(a) Except 
as provided by paragraph 7(a)(3) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to limitation on use of proxy voting 
to report a measure or matter), members 
who are unable to be present may have their 
vote recorded by proxy. 

(b) At the discretion of the committee, 
members who are unable to be present and 
whose vote has not been cast by proxy may 
be polled for the purpose of recording their 
vote on any rollcall taken by the committee. 

Rule 7. Order of Motions.-When several 
motions are before the committee dealing 
with related or overlapping matters. the 
chairman may specify the order in which the 
motions shall be voted upon. 

Rule 8. Bringing a Matter to a Vote.-lf the 
chairman determines that a motion or 
amendment has been adequately debated, he 
may call for a vote on such motion or 
amendment, and the vote shall then be 
taken, unless the committee votes to con
tinue debate on such motion or amendment, 
as the case may be. The vote on a motion to 
continue debate on any motion or amend
ment shall be taken without debate. 

Rule 9. Public Announcement of Committee 
Votes.-Pursuant to paragraph 7(b) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to public announcement of votes), 
the results of rollcall votes taken by the 
committee on any measure (or amendment 
thereto) or matter shall be announced pub
licly not later than the day on which such 
measure or matter is ordered reported from 
the committee. 

Rule 10. Subpoenas.-Subpoenas for attend
ance of witnesses and the production of 
memoranda, documents, and records shall be 
issued by the chairman, or by any other 
member of the committee designated by 
him. 

Rule 11. Open Committee Hearings.-To the 
extent required by paragraph 5 of Rule XXVI 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate (relating 
to limitations on open hearings), each hear
ing conducted by the committee shall be 
open to the public. 

Rule 12. Announcement of Hearings.-The 
committee shall undertake consistent with 
the provisions of paragraph 4(a) of Rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
(relating to public notice of committee hear
ings) to issue public announcements of hear
ings it intends to hold at least one week 
prior to the commencement of such hearings. 

Rule 13. Witnesses at Hearings.-(a) Each 
witness who is scheduled to testify at any 
hearing must submit his written testimony 
to the staff director not later than noon of 
the business day immediately before the last 
business day preceding the day on which he 
is scheduled to appear. Such written testi
mony shall be accompanied by a brief sum
mary of the principal points covered in the 
written testimony. Having submitted his 
written testimony, the witness shall be al
lowed not more than ten minutes for oral 
presentation of his statement. 

(b) Witnesses may not read their entire 
written testimony, but must confine their 
oral presentation to a summarization of 
their arguments. 

(c) Witnesses shall observe proper stand
ards of dignity, decorum and propriety while 
presenting their views to the committee. 
Any witness who violates this rule shall be 
dismissed, and his testimony (both oral and 
written) shall not appear in the record of the 
hearing. 

(d) In scheduling witnesses for hearings, 
the staff shall attempt to schedule witnesses 
so as to attain a balance of views early in 
the hearings. Every member of the commit
tee may designate witnesses who will appear 
before the committee to testify. To the ex
tent that a witness designated by a member 
cannot be scheduled to testify during the 
time set aside for the hearing, a special time 
will be set aside for the witness to testify if 
the member designating that witness is 
available at that time to chair the hearing. 

Rule 14. Audiences.-Persons admitted into 
the audience for open hearings of the com
mittee shall conduct themselves with the 
dignity, decorum, courtesy and propriety 
traditionally observed by the Senate. Dem
onstrations of approval or disapproval of any 
statement or act by any member or witness 
are not allowed. Persons creating confusion 
or distractions or otherwise disrupting the 
orderly proceeding of the hearing shall be ex
pelled from the hearing. 

Rule 15. Broadcasting of Hearings.-
(a) Broadcasting of open hearings by tele
vision or radio coverage shall be allowed 
upon approval by the chairman of a request 
filed with the staff director not later than 
noon of the day before the day on which such 
coverage is desired. 

(b) If such approval is granted, broadcast
ing coverage of the hearing shall be con
ducted unobtrusively and in accordance with 
the standards of dignity, propriety, courtesy 
and decorum traditionally observed by the 
Senate. 

(c) Equipment necessary for coverage by 
television and radio media shall not be in
stalled in, or removed from, the hearing 
room while the committee is in session. 

(d) Additional lighting may be installed in 
the hearing room by the media in order to 
raise the ambient lighting level to the lowest 
level necessary to provide adequate tele
vision coverage of the hearing at the then 
current state of the art of television cov
erage. 
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(e) The additional lighting authorized by 

subsection (d) of this rule shall not be di
rected into the eyes of any members of the 
committee or of any witness, and at the re
quest of any such member or witness, offend
ing lighting shall be extinguished. 

<O No witness shall be required to be pho
tographed at any hearing or to give testi
mony while the broadcasting (or coverage) of 
that hearing is being conducted. At the re
quest of any such witness who does not wish 
to be subjected to radio or television cov
erage, all equipment used for coverage shall 
be turned off. 

Rule 16. Subcommittees.-(a) The chairman, 
subject to the approval of the committee, 
shall appoint legislative subcommittees. All 
legislation shall be kept on the full commit
tee calendar unless a majority of the mem
bers present and voting agree to refer spe
cific legislation to an appropriate sub
committee. 

(b) The chairman may limit the period 
during which House-passed legislation re
ferred to a subcommittee under paragraph 
(a) will remain in that subcommittee. At the 
end of that period, the legislation will be re
stored to the full committee calendar. The 
period referred to in the ,preceding sentences 
should be 6 weeks, but may be extended in 
the event that adjournment or a long recess 
is imminent. 

(c) All decisions of the chairman are sub
ject to approval or modification by a major
ity vote of the committee. 

(d) The full committee may at any time by 
majority vote of those members present dis
charge a subcommittee from further consid
eration of a specific piece of legislation. 

(e) Because the Senate is constitutionally 
prohibited from passing revenue legislation 
originating in the Senate, subcommittees 
may mark up legislation originating in the 
Senate and referred to them under Rule 16(a) 
to develop specific proposals for full commit
tee consideration but may not report such 
legislation to the full committee. The pre
ceding sentence does not apply to nonreve
nue legislation originating in the Senate. 

(f) The chairman and ranking minority 
members shall serve as nonvoting ex officio 
members of the subcommittees on which 
they do not serve as voting members. 

(g) Any member of the committee may at
tend hearings held by any subcommittee and 
question witnesses testifying before that 
subcommittee. 

(h) Subcommittee meeting times shall be 
coordinated by the staff director to insure 
that-

(1) no subcommittee meeting will be held 
when the committee is in executive session, 
except by unanimous consent; 

(2) no more than one subcommittee will 
meet when the full committee is holding 
hearings; and 

(3) not more than two subcommittees will 
meet at the same time. 

Notwithstanding paragraphs (2) and (3), a 
subcommittee may meet when the full com
mittee is holding hearings and two sub
committees may meet at the same time only 
upon the approval of the chairman and the 
ranking minority member of the committee 
and subcommittees involved. 

(i) All nominations shall be considered by 
the full committee. 

(j) The chairman will attempt to schedule 
reasonably frequent meetings of the full 
committee to permit consideration of legis
lation reported favorably to the committee 
by the subcommittees. 

Rule 17. Transcripts of Committee Meetings.
An accurate record shall be kept of all mark-

ups of the committee, whether they be open 
or closed to the public. This record, marked 
as "uncorrected," shall be available for in
spection by Members of the Senate, or mem
bers of the committee together with their 
staffs, at any time. This record shall not be 
published or made public in any way except: 

(a) By majority vote of the committee 
after all members of the committee have had 
a reasonable opportunity to correct their re
marks for grammatical errors or to accu
rately reflect statements made. 

(b) Any member may release his own re
marks made in any markup of the commit
tee provided that every member or witness 
whose remarks are contained in the released 
portion is given a reasonable opportunity be
fore release to correct their remarks. 

Notwithstanding the above, in the case of 
the record of an executive session of the 
committee that is closed to the public pursu
ant to Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, the record shall not be published 
or made public in any way except by major
ity vote of the committee after all members 
of the committee have had a reasonable op
portunity to correct their remarks for gram
matical errors or to accurately reflect state
ments made. 

Rule 18. Amendment of Rules.-The fore
going rules may be added to, modified, 
amended or suspended at any time.• 

COMMENDING REPRESENTATIVE 
JOE KENNEDY 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise to 
take this opportunity to commend our 
House colleague Congressman JOE KEN
NEDY for his leadership on the Turkish
Armenian situation and to commend 
President Turgut Ozal of Turkey for 
this positive step forward. 

What our colleague has done is to 
meet with the President of Turkey, and 
Turkey has agreed to three things: 
First, that humanitarian aid can cross 
the border into Armenia by whatever 
means; second, that Turkey will allow 
oil to be taken across its border into 
Armenia by rail; and third, that Tur
key will try to develop better economic 
relations with Armenia. 

What this does is to start to heal 
wounds that go back many decades, 
even centuries. 

The situation in Armenia is des
perate. 

And I hope that the leaders of Azer
baijan will follow the lead of Turkey 
and see what can be done to improve 
the situation. 

Right now, the image that many of 
us in public office have of Azerbaijan is 
not a favorable one, based on their 
treatment of Armenia. 

What we need are positive steps for
ward. 

And I would add, if Turkey can take 
the same attitude toward Cyprus, there 
can be a marked improvement in 
Greek-Turkish relations and, I think, 
an improved attitude toward Turkey 
on the part of the Western European 
community. 

Again, I am grateful to Congressman 
KENNEDY and President Ozal for this 
step forward. 

I ask to insert into the RECORD the 
remarks of Congressman JOE KENNEDY 
at a press conference on February 3. 

The remarks follow: 
REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN JOE KENNEDY, 

FEBRUARY 3, 1993 
I am concerned about the state of crisis 

that exists in Armenia today. The economic 
blockade imposed on Armenia by the Repub
lics of Azerbaijan and Turkey have brought 
misery and suffering to millions of Arme
nians. Civil strife within bordering Georgia 
has caused shipments of food and medicine 
to be sporadic and unpredictable. 

The conditions in Armenia are bleak and 
disintegrating daily. In the Capital city of 
Yerevan, there is no heat, only sporadic elec
tricity, no hot water, contaminated drinking 
water, limited foodstuffs and primitive medi
cal conditions. Telephones no longer work 
and there is no public transportation. The 
citizens of Yerevan are tearing up the floor
boards in their houses and cutting down all 
the trees in an effort to keep from freezing 
to death. News reports from Yerevan paint a 
picture of a living hell. 

The U.N. High Commissioner, Amnesty 
International, The Red Cross, UNICEF and 
other international organizations report 
that 40 percent of the county is at risk and 
30,000 people could die this winter from star
vation and exposure if sufficient amounts of 
food, heat and medicine are not brought into 
the country immediately. 

The situation is even more urgent given 
the fact that Armenia's only remaining 
source of energy-a gas pipeline running 
through Georgia-was blown up last week. 

Yesterday, I met with the President of the 
Republic of Turkey, Turgut Ozal. I made an 
appeal on humanitarian grounds for his 
country to help address the misery and suf
fering of the Armenian people. President 
Ozal agreed to three main points: 

(1) Turkey will allow all humanitarian aid 
to cross their border-by any transport-into 
Armenia, provided it is inspected by the 
Turkish government. 

(2) Turkey will allow oil to be taken across 
its border by rail into Armenia. 

(3) Turkey will pursue developing eco
nomic relations with Armenia through the 
Black Sea Economic Accord. 

This is a significant difference in the posi
tion taken by the Turkish Government in 
the past. I have talked to the American Am
bassador to the Newly Independent States 
and he considers this agreement to be a very 
positive step forward. 

I want to commend President Ozal for this 
significant agreement. It is my hope and be
lief that the agreement reached between 
President Ozal and myself last evening will 
be immediately implemented. There are tons 
and tons of food and medicine ready to 
brought into Armenia and time is absolutely 
critical. 

I want to again commend President Ozal 
and call upon the Turkish Government to 
implement this agreement as quickly and 
possible.• 

FACES OF THE HEALTH CARE CRI
SIS IN MICHIGAN: RISING 
HEALTH CARE COSTS FOR FAMI
LIES 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in a continuing effort to put a 
face on the problem of rising health 
care costs for families throughout the 
United States. The high costs of health 
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care coverage are having a devastating 
financial impact on the Cole family, of 
Warren, MI. Dawn Marie Cole con
tacted me in a letter last September to 
tell me about their situation. 

Dawn Marie and her husband Ken
neth are in their thirties. They have 
three children, Jessica 15, Amanda 9, 
and Justin 2. Kenneth is an auto me
chanic who works two jobs to support 
his family. Dawn Marie was disabled 
after a severe auto accident several 
years ago. She had stopped to help a 
person who was stranded on the high
way and was struck by an oncoming 
car. As a result, she is unable to work 
outside the home. 

For the past year, the family has had 
health care coverage from a Blue Cross/ 
Blue Shield major medical plan pro
vided through Kenneth's employer. But 
the Coles are not protected for cata
strophic expenses under their current 
plan and they have been struggling to 
pay the out-of-pocket costs for medical 
expenses not covered by their insur
ance. And Kenneth's employer is un
able to assist the family in paying a 
portion of the premium costs. They pay 
$99.86 per week-more than $5,100 per 
year-for their insurance and have a 
$300 per year deductible. After the de
ductible has been met, the Coles must 
still pay 30 percent of their medical ex
penses. 

Dawn Marie said the family's out-of
pocket medical costs in 1992 exceeded 
$11,000. She is very frustrated that it 
costs her family so much to purchase 
medical insurance, and that the insur
ance they have doesn't adequately 
cover the family medical bills. 

The family has had to deal with a 
number of health problems. The young
est son, Justin, has had surgery twice 
to insert tubes in his ears and a third 
time to clean out his tear ducts. He 
also has asthma that requires the daily 
use of antibiotics. The eldest child, 
Jessica, was born prematurely and her 
lungs were underdeveloped. As a result, 
she has bouts of bronchitis and pneu
monia which have occasionally re
quired hospitalization. Amanda and 
Justin both have allergies which re
quire treatment. Justin visits an ear 
nose and throat specialist once a 
month that charges $55 per visit plus 
$15 for injections. When his asthma is 
active, he may go to his pediatrician 
every other day for up to 2 weeks. The 
office call is $45 and injections are $10. 

As a result of an auto accident, Dawn 
Marie has problems with disks in her 
back and neck that continue to plague 
her and require medical attention. She 
also occasionally has brain hemor
rhages and incapacitating headaches. 
She requires physical therapy and vis
its to a neurologist. Her auto insur
ance, State Farm, has paid for some 
but not all of the medical costs for the 
injuries incurred in the accident. To 
date, Dawn Marie states that the insur
ance has not covered approximately 
$1,000 in treatment. 

Their health care costs have put such 
a severe strain on the family's budget 
that they barely have enough for food 
and clothes for the children. Their in
come depends on Kenneth's commis
sions and currently varies from $200 to 
$280 a week after taxes. The Coles do 
not qualify for any assistance. 

Dawn Marie is afraid of what the fu
ture holds because of the rising costs of 
health care. She is worried that the 
family may not be able to continue 
paying for their medical insurance. If 
that happens, she is very worried about 
how they will be able to afford the care 
they need to stay health. 

The Cole family, and every family in 
America, deserves affordable coverage 
that provides basic health care serv
ices. Like the Coles, too many families 
are finding that health care coverage is 
moving out of their financial reach. 
Health care should not be a luxury 
available to some and not others. I will 
continue to do all that I can to bring 
down the skyrocketing costs of health 
insurance by supporting comprehensive 
reform of the current health care sys
tem.• 

CORONA DEL SOL HIGH SCHOOL 
"DEBT BUSTERS" 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to 90 juniors and 
seniors at Corona Del Sol High School 
in Tempe, AZ, who courageously an
swered President Clinton's call to arms 
for shared sacrifice in combating our 
national debt. 

As part of a government-class 
project, these ambitious 17- and 18-
year-olds tried to raise $50,000 to help 
reduce the $4 trillion national debt. 
Shortly after election day, these stu
dents and their teacher, Mr. Frank 
Mirizio, with the support of principal 
Eldon Mailes, devised a simple plan of 
attack. They would hold bake sales and 
sell "Debt Buster" Tee-shirts and 
bumper stickers. Their goal was two
fold. First, they sought to raise the 
consciousness of the community in 
order to address the seriousness of the 
problem with our escalating debt. Sec
ond, they attempted to raise the $50,000 
for deposit in the Treasury's debt re
duction account. 

These students hoped to reach their 
$50,000 goal sometime before Christ
mas. They never anticipated, however, 
that they would face such strong apa
thy and lack of interest in the adult 
community. Unfortunately, two 
months of hard work resulted in rough
ly $2,100 of net profit. Last week, they 
presented to me a check in that 
amount which I will soon give to Sec
retary Bentsen for deposit in the public 
debt reduction fund. This fund provides 
for the acceptance of gifts to be used 
for reducing the public debt by the Sec
retary of the Treasury and the Admin
istrator of General Services. 

Mr. President, many Americans prob
ably do not know that this fund was 
first established in 1961. I am also sure 
that many Americans do not know that 
contributions made to this fund qualify 
as a charitable donation and may be 
taken as a charitable deduction. The 

first year that the fund was established 
a mere $10,000 was donated by citizens 
across the land. In 1991, however, that 
figure climbed to almost $1.5 million. I 
realize that Sl.5 million pales in com
parison to a $4 trillion debt, but it is a 
start. In fact, I would hope that it is 
only a beginning for bigger and better 
things to come-real participation by 
all Americans in helping to remedy a 
situation that could literally bring this 
country to its knees. 

Clearly, Mr. President, the real sig
nificance of Corona Del Sol's project 
was not the amount of money raised, 
but rather the dedicated concern these 
young men and women demonstrated 
for the future of our country. Through
out their endeavor, these students were 
ridiculed at school as well as in the 
community. They were told that the 
project was a waste of time and that 
their effort would not make a dif
ference. Their teacher, Mr. Mirizio, 
even expressed some embarrassment at 
the amount of the money raised. Mr. 
President, I believe that the only ones 
who should be embarrassed are those 
who did not support the student effort 
and the purpose behind the "Debt Bust
er" project. 

I would argue that this project was a 
huge success. I understand that since 
these students presented their check 
for $2,100 to me last week, citizens and 
groups from all across this country 
have been calling Corona Del Sol High 
School to get involved. In fact, rep
resentatives from over 200 high schools 
as far away as Delaware have con
tacted Corona Del Sol High School in 
order to organize their own "Debt 
Buster" campaigns. It is precisely this 
type of grassroots movement to retire 
the debt that brings all of us together 
to fight the good fight. 

Mr. President, if only more people 
would realize the true nature of the 
debt today, there would surely be simi
lar action by Americans everywhere. 
Currently, the accumulation of yearly 
deficits total a $4.17 trillion debt and 
estimates indicate that by the year 
2000 it will reach $12 trillion. If the na
tional debt were to be paid off this 
year, it would require a payment of 
more than $16,000 from every man, 
woman, and child in the country. Each 
year, the Government must borrow 
huge amounts of money to make inter
est payments on the debt. This borrow
ing diverts funds from investment 
which would enhance productivity and 
improve our economy. Reducing the 
deficit is clearly the most important 
mechanism by which to promote long
term economic growth. 

Mr. President, these students have 
done much more than to make a dona
tion in the effort to reduce our debt. 
They have realized that they are the 
next generation of Americans, a gen
eration which will have to work longer 
and harder in order to chip away at a 
debt whose weight is crushing the 
economy. These young Americans have 
proven their determination to take re
sponsibility for a problem which they 
did not cause, but are doing everything 
to solve. They are a civics lesson in ac
tion. 

I come to the floor on the same day 
on which the President of the United 
States will present what everyone 
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knows, both in Congress and across 
this country, will be a momentous ad
dress about his economic plan for the 
future of this country-an address 
which will call for a number of tough 
sacrifices by all Americans. It is grati
fying to know that in at least one case 
the call is already being answered and 
sacrifices are already being made. 

I thank the students of Corona Del 
Sol High School for their effort and de
termination. I hope that their hard 
work and vision will inspire both the 
citizens and the Government of the 
United States to do their respective 
parts in bringing the debt under con
trol. I know they have inspired me.• 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business, it stand 
in recess until 8:30 p.m. today; that 
upon reconvening at 8:30 p.m., the Sen
ate assemble as a body and proceed to 
the House of Representatives for a 
Joint Session of Congress to receive a 
message from the President of the 
United States; that at the close of the 
Joint Session the Senate then stand in 
recess until 8:30 a.m. Thursday, Feb
ruary 18; that on Thursday, following 
the prayer, the Journal of Proceedings 
be deemed approved to date and that 
the time for the two leaders be re
served for their use later in the day; 
that upon disposition of S. 1, the NIH 
bill, there then be a period for morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
GRASSLEY now be recognized to address 
the Senate, and that at the conclusion 
of his remarks the Senate then stand 
in recess until 8:30 p.m. this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], is recog
nized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
only want to speak 10 minutes. I do not 
know that is what was said, but I want 
everybody to know I am not going to 
be speaking for a long period of time. 

THE FEDERAL DEFICIT 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

to address my colleagues on the subject 
of the Federal deficit and things that 
are going to be stated in the Presi
dent's program in regard to that. 

It seems that once again, Mr. Presi
dent, Washington's efforts to deal with 
the Federal deficit and business as 
usual are leaving the American people 
scratching their heads. Is this what 
they voted for last November, they are 
asking? Is this what we were promised, 
more taxes and more spending? They 
thought that obsolete prescription ran 
out with the end of the Carter adminis
tration. Not so, Mr. President. It is 
back. Tax and spend is back. It is 
called, "Tax and spend: the sequel." 
This first Clinton budget, as budget di
rector Leon Panetta said this morning, 
reflects the President's fundamental 
beliefs. If so, we are not seeing the pol-

icy of a new kind of Democrat. We are 
seeing Jimmy Carter all over again. It 
is Jimmy Carter in Bill Clinton's cloth
ing. We are seeing the Democrats' pro
posal at Andrews Air Force Base at the 
budget summit in September 1990 all 
over again. 

Now, the American people were ada
mant and clear about one thing. They 
want change. That is what they voted 
for. They were promised change. And 
they are being told that, indeed, the 
economic plan represents change. 

Well, America, what you are really 
getting is false advertising. This is a 
program of broken promises. You are 
being told that you are being leveled 
with. This package, you are told, rep
resents change. It is change all right, 
but the change that you are about to 
get is this: Instead of gridlock, you are 
about to get an all-Democrat tax-and
spend package, and it is going to be, 
evidently, rammed right down the col
lective throats of Americans. 

Ross Perot, I would suggest that your 
1-800 number will be ringing off the 
wall tonight. There is nothing creative 
or surgical about this package. It diag
noses the patient correctly, pointing 
out all the maladies, but the prescrip
tion is to hit the patient over the head 
with a two-by-four. 

If that is what you think this econ
omy needs, America, then it will pass. 
But somehow I suspect your infinite 
wisdom, America, will prevail. 

There are three levels of criticism 
that I have with this plan, Mr. Presi
dent. First, the plan reflects an about
face from the President's campaign 
pledges. 

Second, the selling of this package is 
far different from the reality of this 
package. 

And third, it makes no sense eco
nomically. 

First, the promise versus delivery 
mismatch. America was toia the deficit 
would be cut in half within 4 years. 
That will not happen. Middle-class 
America was told that their taxes 
would be cut, and that their taxes 
would never, ever, ever be raised. They 
were told that if revenues were insuffi
cient, more spending cuts would be 
made. 

All three of these principles were 
breached in a single package. Middle
class taxes were not cut, middle-class 
taxes were increased, and more spend
ing cuts are not what we are getting. 

Finally, America was told to expect 
real, fundamental change, a restructur
ing of Government, a reinventing of 
Government, making Government 
more effective with less money. Yet, 
what we are getting is a tinkering 
around the edges. We are getting the 3-
percent solution, a 3-percent cut in ad
ministrative expenses. If I recall my 
Peter Drucker lessons correctly, this 3-
percent solution addresses efficiency, 
not effectiveness. 

Where is the reinventing of Govern
ment? 

Moreover, as we have seen before, 
scoring administrative savings for 
agencies is doubtful. And so there is no 
assurance that these savings will come 
about, and an erosion of the civil serv
ice corps through attrition is hardly a 

bold, vibrant step toward reforming 
Government bureaucracies. 

The second level of criticism I have 
is with the rhetoric versus the reality 
of the package. We were told to expect 
a 2-for-1 spending cut to tax increase 
ratio. We did not get that. We are told 
now that it is 1to1. Well, America, we 
did not even get that. This again is 
false advertising. 

First of all, the package calls spend
ing cuts what are really tax increases 
on Social Security and other bene
ficiaries, so not only do we have the 
word "contribution" as a euphemism 
for tax increase, we also have the 
phrase "spending cut" that is a euphe
mism for tax increase. This logic only 
works if you are behind a looking 
glass. 

Also counted as spending cuts is the 
amount of interest that we will avoid 
paying because we have been more fru
gal. Is there really a spending cut? Not 
in the real world. 

Finally and most importantly, much 
of the rest of the spending cuts are 
really not spending cuts at all. They 
are savings from an inflated baseline. 
The savings from these so-called spend
ing cuts were already saved. Last year 
we voted overwhelmingly in this body 
to maintain a capped baseline. The ad
ministration has created an inflated 
baseline above the capped baseline. 
That is like an unscrupulous 
businessperson inflating his or her 
prices by 50 percent, then lowering 
those prices by the same 50 percent by 
telling people it is a 50-percent-off sale. 
In other words, Mr. President, again 
that is false advertising. 

Finally, Mr. President, the American 
people are being led to believe the spe
cial interests will deplore this package. 
Let me be frank. Only selected special 
interests will not like it. Other special 
interests will like it. So I would like to 
quote one paragraph from the front 
page of the morning Washington Post: 

While Clinton was criticizing lobbyists and 
the "special interests" he said were lining up 
to oppose his program, the White House and 
Democratic National Committee were brief
ing about 50 interest groups that are being 
asked to promote his program, including 
women's groups, environmental activists, 
anti-poverty groups, children's advocates, 
youth leaders, labor and civil rights groups. 

The point is, Mr. President, that this 
is not a budget that attacks estab
lished interests across the board in 
Washington as we are led to believe. 
Again, that is false advertising. 

The third point of criticism I have 
with this plan, Mr. President, is that it 
does not make economic sense. A $31 
billion stimulus will have as much an 
impact on the economy as a spit in the 
ocean. Besides, we already have a huge 
stimulus package and that is called in 
every day language a $300 billion defi
cit. This constant talk that we hear of 
a sluggish economy is Democrat-speak 
for "We need to make Government 
grow." 

In addition, since when does it make 
economic sense to increase taxes while 
we are emerging from a long recession? 
This would be the largest tax increase 
in history. Once again, this is a two-by
four prescription: Hit the economy 
hard just when it is getting well. 
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Mr. President, these are just some of 

the reasons why this plan, in my cal
culation, should be and hopefully will 
be dead on arrival with the American 
people. Despite all my criticisms of 
this plan, there is at least one point of 
agreement that I share with the Presi
dent. 

The President has termed this a "call 
to arms." I agree. But where there is 
probably disagreement is that I believe 
the arms should be aimed right at the 
White House. We expected change. We 
were promised change. We are told that 
this is change. 

This is not change, Mr. President. 
This is tax and spend. This is the 1990 
budget agreement all over again, only 
worse. This is the status quo. This is 
business as usual. 

America, you have spoken loud and 
clear that you intend to take back 
your capital. You said this so thor
oughly throughout the election year. 
You said so during the Zoe Baird nomi
nation. 

Look at this package without the 
false advertising. If it is true that you 
want your capital back, then let your 
phones and our phones ring off the 
hook throughout this city. 

Send them back to the drawing 
board, because evidently people in this 
town who were sent here supposedly 

with a message are not getting the 
message. 

Thank you. I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the previous 
consent agreement be amended to re
flect a second Hatfield amendment re
garding the sense-of-the-Senate lan
guage with respect to the Oregon waiv
ers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 8:30 p.m. tonight. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:22 p.m., 
recessed until 8:30 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
FORD). 

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO 
HOUSES-MESSAGE OF THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 1) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the Hall of the House of 
Representatives for a joint session. 

Upon the conclusion of the joint ses
sion, the Senate will stand in recess 
until 8:30 a.m. tomorrow, Thursday, 
February 18, 1993. 

Thereupon, at 8:30 p.m., the Senate, 
preceded by the Secretary of the Sen
ate, Walter J. Stewart, and the Ser
geant at Arms, Martha S. Pope, pro
ceeded to the Hall of the House of Rep
resentatives to hear the address by the 
President of the United States. 

(The address by the President of the 
United States, this day delivered by 
him to the joint session of the two 
Houses of Congress, appears in the pro
ceedings of the House of Representa
tives in today's RECORD.) 

RECESS UNTIL 8:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

At the conclusion of the joint session 
of the two Houses, and in accordance 
with the order previously entered, at 
10:16 p.m., the Senate recessed until to
morrow, February 18, 1993, at 8:30 a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
The House met at 2 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
February 17, 1993. 

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to act as Speaker pro 
tern pore on this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

0 gracious God, you have been our 
foundation and strength, our provi
dence for all the years. Our Nation has 
been blessed in good season and in bad 
and Your grace is ever available to us. 
We pray that Your spirit will remind 
us of Your direction in the past and our 
hope for tomorrow that in all things 
justice will flow down as waters and 
righteousness like an everflowing 
stream. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote 
on agreeing to the Chair's approval of 
the Journal. 

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Chair's approval of 
the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 264, nays 
136, not voting 30, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFa.zio 
DeLauro 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fl Iner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 

[Roll No. 32) 

YEAS-264 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Ins lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 

Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Sn owe 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thornton 

Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 

Allard 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clay 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 

Ackerman 
Andrews (NJ) 
Armey 
Barton 
Boni or 
Conyers 
Dell urns 
Diaz-Balart 
Dornan 
Fields (TX) 

Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 

NAYS-136 
Grams 
Grandy 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Huffington 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nussle 
Oxley 

Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Paxon 
Petri 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith(MI) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-30 
Gephardt 
Gingrich 
Hall(OH) 
Henry 
Hoyer 
Johnson, Sam 
Lehman 
Lloyd 
McDade 
McKinney 

0 1424 

Michel 
Obey 
Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Serrano 
Skelton 
Talent 
Valentine 
Washington 
Whitten 

Mr. GRAMS changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Ms. SHEPHERD changed her vote 
from "nay" to yea." 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote w.ts announced 

as above recorded. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The Chair will ask the 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates word - =nserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 

69-059 0-97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 2) 45 
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gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES] if he would kindly come for
ward and lead the membership in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. TORRES led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit
ed States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman will state his parliamentary in
quiry. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
trying to ascertain what is taking 
place. Is there a resolution pending 
dealing with the joint session tonight, 
or is that going to be delayed until 
after the 1-minutes? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That 
will be offered sometime later today, 
and the Chair will now recognize Mem
bers for the 1-minutes. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the Chair very much. 

A GOOD DEAL 
(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Bill Clinton will ask all Ameri
cans to make their contribution for a 
better future when he addresses the 
Nation tonight. 

With the support of the Congress and 
every citizen, the Clinton blueprint to 
restore the economy and to slice the 
deficit will succeed. 

The Clinton plan asks the American 
people to link hands and to stride into 
the future. The previous two adminis
trations mortgaged the future to prop 
up the present. The Reagan-Bush leg
acy is: A health care system few Amer
icans can afford. College for only the 
wealthy. U.S. jobs swept away by over
seas competition. 

President Clinton will ask all Ameri
cans to join him by making a contribu
tion to the restoration of the economy 
and our future. 

In exchange, we will have affordable 
health care, college for our children, 
new jobs and real cuts in spending lead
ing to deficit reduction. 

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton economic 
plan. That is a deal the American peo
ple cannot afford to pass up. 

BE TRUE TO THE MIDDLE CLASS 
(Mr. SAXTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, the spin 
coming out of the White House over 
the last 24 hours is how honest the 
President has been about raising taxes. 

I am not surprised he is raising taxes, 
we all knew he would. In fact, he said 
he would raise taxes on the Nation's 
wealthy during his campaign. 

What I am concerned about is the 
President being less than truthful with 
the middle class in this country, and 
breaking his campaign pledge not to 
raise taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind 
the President that it is the middle 
class and they are not stupid. 

Mr. Speaker, in less than 7 hours, the 
President will issue his State of the 
Union Address. 

As the President puts the final 
touches on this speech to Congress and 
the Nation, I hope he feels compelled 
to keep his promise and eliminate any 
and all tax increases on hard working, 
middle class Americans. 

THE PRESIDENT WILL SPEAK THE 
TRUTH 

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, to
night the President will speak the 
truth, no more smoke and mirrors, no 
more gimmicks. He will propose the 
biggest deficit reduction package in 
history. 

We all will take a hit, but the rich 
will be hit hardest. His plan will create 
500,000 jobs through a stimulus pack
age. His plan will protect children. 

D 1430 
His plan will protect middle- and low

income people, through the earned in
come tax credit. His plan will focus on 
education and training. His plan will be 
a boost to the business sector, espe
cially small business. 

Mr. Speaker, we all will have to sac
rifice because we have a fiscal deficit 
crisis in this country. The President 
will show his leadership qualities to
night. 

THE DESPERATE TACTICS START 
TONIGHT 

(Mr. WELDON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, there 
were many emotional moments during 
this past fall campaign, but perhaps no 
statement was as emotional as the one 
made by then-candidate Clinton on Oc
tober 1 in response to President George 
Bush telling us that to implement his 
plan would tax every American who 
made more than $36,000. 

I quote: 
It is a disgrace to the American people 

that the President of the United States 
would make a claim that is so baseless, so 
without foundation, so shameless in its at
tempt to get votes under false pretenses. It 
amounts to desperate tactics. 

Mr. Speaker, the Philadelphia In
quirer summed it up best today with 
the headline "Clinton Taxes to Start at 
$30,000." 

Mr. Speaker, the desperate tactics 
start tonight in this very Chamber, and 
I am ashamed. 

THE KIND OF CHANGE AMERICANS 
ARE LOOKING FOR 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
niinute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
this Congress, and the Nation, will get 
some straight talk from the other end 
of Pennsylvania Avenue. 

For the first time in many years we 
will hear an honest assessment of the 
state of our Union, from a President re
alistic about our problems, and pre
pared to confront our economic emer
gency. And that, Mr. Speaker, is what 
the American people have been waiting 
for. 

There is nobody who should under
stand this better than those of us in 
this body. We who hear daily from 
angry constituents tired of gridlock 
and frustrated by inaction. 

I believe that the American people 
are awaiting President Clinton's ap
pearance with anticipation. They are 
eager for a plan that will put people 
back to work. They are eager for a 
blueprint that calls for difficult, but 
necessary, cuts in government spend
ing and that challenges the special in
terests. And they are eager for a leader 
who will demand, for the first time in 
many years, that the wealthiest Amer
icans pay their fair share. And that is 
what the President will propose. 

Straight talk. A plan to create jobs
to repair our economy. This is the kind 
of change American's are lo-oking for 
from Washington. 

"IT'S THE SPENDING, STUPID" 
(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, yesterday Congressman SAM JOHN
SON of Texas said, "It is spending, stu
pid, not taxes." 

That is what this button says: "It is 
spending, stupid." The Government 
spending is out of control in this coun
try. That is the issue, not more taxes. 

And yet, like Caesar saying to those 
in the arena, "Let the games begin," 
tonight President Clinton will say, 
"Let the taxes begin." 

He is going to give us the largest tax 
increase in American history. The 
total, it appears, is going to be around 
$275 billion. And that will just kill a 
growing economy. 

He is going to raise taxes on every
one, the people making $30,000 or more, 
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and even those less. The energy tax he 
is talking about is going to hit every
body, not just those in the upper in
come levels. 

There is going to be a so-called mil
lionaires tax; a tax he is going to ask 
for on people getting social security 
benefits; he is going to get us all, folks. 

Yet, according to the New York 
Times, that is not the end of it. They 
say today he is going to raise 18 more 
taxes, totaling another $190 billion. 

Tax, tax, tax, that is not the answer. 
If we are going to have a strong econ
omy, Mr. Speaker, we are going to have 
to get the spending under control, not 
more taxes. 

INVESTING TO REBUILD AMERICA 
(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, in 1980, 
our national debt was $1 trillion. Now, 
12 years later, it is over $4 trillion. 

What have we gotten for this moun
tain of debt? Hard working families 
that cannot afford to send their chil
dren to college. Over 34 million Ameri
cans, most of whom work full-time 
jobs, that do not have health insur
ance. And most middle-income families 
are working harder today than ever be
fore but for lower real income. 

We cannot afford to continue with 
the stale and failed policies that have 
led us into this mess. If we stay the 
course we are on, our national debt will 
have doubled again by the turn of the 
century. 

Tonight President Clinton will lay 
out his economic plan to change the di
rection of our Nation. It is a bold 
plan-a plan that will put Americans 
back to work-creating millions of new 
jobs over 4 years. It is a responsible 
plan that demands that those who en
joyed the party of the 1980's now pay 
their fair share of the bill for that ex
cess. No more leaning on middle-in
come families to pay for the tax breaks 
of the weal thy. 

Clinton's budget addresses the real 
problems we face as a nation-and it 
does it head on with honest, even con
servative numbers. No more smoke and 
mirrors; no more budgetary deceit. It 
combines incentives for businesses to 
stimulate the economy and investment 
in our Nation's infrastructure, with 
strict deficit reduction to achieve eco
nomic growth, including over 150 spe
cific cuts in Federal programs. 

To those who would dismember the 
President's plan before it has even seen 
the light of day-we cannot afford to 
continue with it your way. Except for 
the chosen few who prospered under 
the past regime, the American people 
are struggling-trying to keep afloat. 

I pray we have learned the lesson of 
these past 12 years: The policies of pay 
for it later, instant gratification not 

only do not work, but undermine the 
very discipline of the economy. Re
sponsible investment now is the only 
way to reap-somewhat later-the ben
efits we all seek: good jobs, economic 
growth, affordable health care, and a 
good education system~ 

For our future, for the future of our 
children, I urge my colleagues to sup
port the President. 

IT'S THE SPENDING, STUPID 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, it seems all 
the emphasis in the economic discus
sion has been on who is going to pay 
the most, how we define the middle 
class, and where the pain will fall. 

I guess it is just understood the 
Democrats are going to raise taxes, so 
what is the point of having any debate 
about that? 

But it appears that the President has 
missed the point. To paraphrase his 
campaign in the words we have heard 
today, "It's the spending, stupid." 

Since the campaign, from the admin
istration we have heard nothing about 
a balance budget amendment, we have 
heard nothing encouraging about a 
line-item veto, and hardly a whisper 
about cutting the inordinate amounts 
of wasteful spending, which the GAO 
estimates is approaching $200 billion a 
year, in the Government. 

Higher taxes and more taxes spell 
big-dollar troubles for all Americans. 
Clearly, the middle-class people, those 
forgotten Americans, of the Clinton 
campaign are ':no longer being forgot
ten. They have been discovered by the 
Democrats, at least their pocketbooks 
have. 

Our economy is struggling to its feet, 
and this new program of tax and spend 
will simply beat it back down onto its 
knees. 

Remember 1990, with the Budget Def
icit Reduction Act, where every dollar 
raised in $160 billion in new taxes led to 
an increased spending of $2.27? Well, 
with the $250 billion new Clinton tax 
program, will be at $4 for every dollar 
raised? 

News flash: That will not erase the 
deficit. 

TODAY IS THE BEGINNING OF A 
NEW ERA 

(Ms. CANTWELL asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. Speaker, today 
I rise to recognize the beginning of a 
new era, one that calls for fiscal re
sponsibility and honesty. Tonight we 
will hear from President Clinton on a 
plan that I think will put us on the 
road to economic recovery, but it is 

with a budget that has followed a plan 
of integrity. Earlier this week, the 
President spoke frankly about Amer
ican responsibility to the challenges 
that lie ahead. Tonight we will hear 
that specifics of that proposal. 

Let us not close our ears nor turn our 
backs to those specifics just because of 
our partisan politics or our districts. 
Let us say that it is time to stand up 
to these tough problems and not stand 
on the sidelines and complain. I think 
the President is going to be very spe
cific about the structural changes 
needed to increase incomes for all 
American workers, to provide invest
ments, to cut Government spending 
and reduce the deficit. 

Let us be responsible, Americans, and 
not just throw rhetoric. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON IS GOING TO 
TAX EVERYONE, EVEN THE 
WORKING POOR 
(Mr. EWING asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
President Clinton is going to promise 
to cut spending; that is good news. But 
in addition, he is going to also promise 
that he is going to raise taxes $250 bil
lion or more. Three weeks ago he prom
ised $2 in cuts for every dollar of new 
taxes. That is good news. 

But now his aides say they hope the 
cuts will equal the taxes. But with the 
rate at which the taxes are increasing, 
there is no way that the cuts can equal 
the taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, my phone has been 
ringing off the wall, with angry and be
trayed taxpayers who believed that 
they were going to have in this Presi
dent somebody who is going to tax the 
rich but in fact he is going to tax ev
eryone, even the working poor, the un
employed and the elderly. 

It is time that he renewed his origi
nal promises, or he will face the wrath 
of the voters in the years to come. 

0 1440 

IMMUNIZATION 
(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to
night the President will chart a course 
out of the economic crisis confronting 
our country. 

The President will make the case for 
investing in America again. 

But that investment must include 
not only the physical infrastructure of 
roads and bridges but our human infra
structure, boys and girls, and espe
cially infants. 

They are our future; we must invest 
in them. 
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Today in America, 30 percent of our 

2-year-olds do not receive the proper 
immunizations. 

In some cities, up to half the 2-year
olds have not been immunized. 

Measles has reached epidemic propor
tions. 

Tuberculosis is on the rise. Other 
childhood illnesses are killing our kids. 

Yet vaccines are safe and effective. 
What is more, vaccines make good eco
nomic sense. Every dollar we invest 
now, every dollar we spend now on im
munizations will save $10 later in 
health care costs. 

I urge all Members to support the 
President's program to make vaccines 
available to the youngest and most 
helpless members of our American 
community. 

ARE YOU A PATRIOT? 
(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, in his 
speech on Monday night, President 
Clinton invoked patriotism as the 
badge of honor for those who support 
his program. Those who question it or 
disagree are special interests and, at 
least in the President's mind, not pa
triots. I question the President's at
tempt to cloak his tax-and-spend pro
gram with the American flag. 

This country has many kinds of pa
triots. Some risked their lives to fight 
for their country in time of war and 
they are now facing the prospect of in
creased taxes on their Social Security. 
They are no less patriots if they ques
tion the need to increase their taxes 
while providing Ii ttle in the way of 
meaningful deficit reduction. 

Many now feel misled because of 
President Clinton's about face on giv
ing the middle class a tax cut. Are 
those people unpatriotic if they express 
their anger at being deceived? 

Are they unpatriotic if they ask 
about cutting spending instead? If I re
member history correctly, the first 
American patriots began by asking real 
questions about taxes. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S ECONOMIC 
PACKAGE 

(Mr. RAHALL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
President Clinton unveils his economic 
plan to the Nation. 

He will speak of fairness. He will 
speak of creating 500,000 real jobs, in
vesting in America, investing in edu
cation, providing vaccinations and 
fully funding Head Start for our chil
dren, reducing the deficit, and health 
care for all Americans. 

President Clinton will speak from 
real figures, no smoke, screens and 

mirrors anymore, but honesty in budg
eting. 

For 12 years we have been told we 
must spend billions on bombers-that 
there are no millions for our bridges. 

Tomorrow, Mr. Speaker, the Con
gress can say to the President, let the 
dirt fly. Let us rebuild America. 

Let us rebuild our water systems, our 
highways and our bridges of steel. 

Let us rebuild our bridges of heart, 
rather than a heartless recovery, and 
hope for our children's future. Some 
say do nothing, that "In the long run 
we will grow out of this mess. " 

Well, Mr. Speaker, as a great man 
once said, "People don't eat in the long 
run, they eat every day." 

MIDDLE CLASS TAX HIKE NOT 
PATRIOTIC, BUT IDIOTIC 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks, and to include extraneous ma
terial.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, Mon
day, the President offered his reasons 
for abandoning the middle class and 
used a lot of fancy charts and figures 
to make his case. 

Well, he left one chart out, this one. 
Over the last 12 years, Government rev
enues have increased dramatically. 

The problem in not that we do not 
tax enough, it is that Government 
spends too much. 

The President has reverted to true 
form, that of a tax and spend, old-time 
Democrat. He has abandoned tens of 
millions of middle-class voters that 
trusted him. 

Raising taxes on the middle class is 
not patriotic, it is idiotic. 

Five times in the past 12 years we 
have told middle-class Americans that 
we must raise their taxes to balance 
the budget. Five times, we have told 
middle class America that we would 
control spending. Five times, we have 
betrayed the middle class. Let us not 
try tax and spend again. 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE OF 
COMMITMENT TO CHANGE 

(Ms. DANNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
President Clinton will address the 
American people. At that time he will 
produce a plan to foster a faster grow
ing economy, a more productive econ
omy, one that will produce more jobs, 
produce more jobs in order to address 
the unemployment and underemploy
ment faced by far too many American 
citizens today. 

Tonight, we will hear from President 
Clinton. He will talk to us about devel
oping a much-needed cooperative link 
between government and the private 

sector, w)lere the needs and concerns of 
the private sector take their well-de
served place in the overall picture of 
our economic well-being. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight from our Presi
dent we will hear a message of a com
mitment to change, fairness, economic 
recovery, and honesty, honesty in his 
figures. As you have heard my col
leagues say, no smoke and mirrors this 
time. 

What that means to the people of my 
district, the Sixth District of Missouri, 
is a promise of action from those of us 
here in Washington. What that means 
to us is a rededication to change, with 
a spirit of cooperation and fairness. 

REAL CANDOR WOULD HELP IN 
THE FISCAL DEPARTMENT 

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, among the 
great mysteries of the current time is 
whatever happened to the middle-class 
tax cut? It is now a middle-class tax in
crease. 

I recall recently the President saying 
that the reason for this reversal is the 
upward revision in the deficit figures 
that the Bush administration finally 
provided. The deficit is higher than he 
had imagined or dreamed, he said, 
therefore, the notion of a balanced 
budget, much less a middle-class tax 
cut had gone aglimmering. 

In my ongoing research, I came 
across Business Week of July 6, 1992, 
reporting on a June 23 interview with 
the then-candidate for the Presidency, 
Mr. Clinton. He was asked: 

Why are you revising your economic strat
egy now and backing away from the goal of 
a balanced budget by 1996? 

This is last June, Mr. Speaker. Mr. 
Clinton's answer was: 

A When I began the campaign, the pro
jected deficit was $250 billion. Now, it's up to 
$400 billion. I've watched the economy pick 
up very slowly, if at all. I hadn't cut govern
ment as much as I wanted to, and I need to 
put teeth into that idea. 

So the President well knew that the 
deficit was $400 billion last June. It 
just seems to me a little candor on the 
part of Mr. Clinton would help us as we 
debate the tax and spend proposals we 
will hear about tonight. 

THE UNFAIR PROSECUTION OF 
CONGRESSMAN HAROLD FORD 

(Mr. BLACKWELL asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to protest what seems clearly to be 
a case of unfair prosecution. 

Of course, I speak of the retrial of the 
first and only African-American Con
gressman from the State of Tennessee, 
our colleague, HAROLD FORD. 
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In an unusual and unprecedented 

move, the prosecution has relocated 
the trial of Congressman FORD out of 
the jurisdiction where he lives to a ju
risdiction where the potential jury con
sists of 11 whites and only 1 African
American. 

In promoting its position, the pros
ecution argues that a fair trial cannot 
be held where Congressman FORD lives, 
a congressional district that consists of 
some 400,000 African-Americans. 

This incredible position, combined 
with the fact that the indictment in 
this case was handed down more than 6 
years ago, creates a situation never be
fore heard of in American criminal jus
tice history. 

Congressman FORD now faces this un
fair prosecution. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
serious and dangerous situation. The 
whole notion of justice is at risk. 

If this can be done to Congressman 
FORD in the light of day, imagine what 
is done under the cloak of darkness. 

Those who believe in our Constitu
tion; those who defend civil liberties; 
those who support blind justice, must 
stand up now for Congressman FORD. 

The prosecution in this case does not 
seem to be interested in justice. They 
have sought to impose a system on 
Congressman FORD that they would not 
tolerate if imposed on them. 

Mr. Speaker, in the case of HAROLD 
FORD, we need to open our eyes, be
cause a purported system of blind jus
tice is causing far too many not to see 
at all. 
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WE MUST FIGHT A TAX INCREASE 
(Mr. KIM asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, according to 
President Clinton, Americans have 
been working harder for less. Well, if 
this package of sacrifice passes 
through this Chamber, Americans 
would be working even harder for much 
less. 

I remember the last tax increase led 
us into double digit inflation and a 
misery index higher than the Empire 
State Building. The budget deficit also 
doubled. Do we really think another 
tax increase would be the solution? 

Mr. Speaker, the answer is resound
ingly "No." Raising taxes may seem 
like an easy solution, but in reality tax 
increases only compound the problem. 

The sham of this whole program is 
that it assumes that our citizens are 
undertaxed. This simply is not the 
case. Taxes as a share of GDP are his
torically at the highest level right 
now. 

It is ultimately unpatriotic if we do 
not fight this tax increase program if 
the President's proposal is nothing 
more than another tax and spend plan. 
Then this Congress must vote "no." 

NCLR CELEBRATES ITS 25TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

(Mr. TORRES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, some 
time ago-in fact, longer ago than I 
care to admit-I was honored to serve 
as the executive director of the East 
Los Angeles Community Union. 
TELA CU, as it is more commonly 
known, is a significant organization in 
its own right. 

It is significant in another way, for 
TELACU was one of the first local af
filiates of the organization that is now 
known as the National Council of La 
Raza. NCLR was a small institution 
struggling to survive. But even then, it 
was fervently committed to the propo
sition that Hispanics deserve an equal 
opportunity to succeed in all aspects of 
American life. 

Now, more than two decades later, 
we have yet to fully realize our goals: 
too many Hispanic Americans must 
overcome poverty and discrimination 
in their lives. Too many Americans 
still fail to appreciate the condition 
and contributions of the Hispanic com
munity. Too few of our public or pri
vate institutions are responsive to the 
interests and needs of Hispanics. 

But we have made much progress as 
a community and a nation, and we 
have done so in large part because of 
the contributions of the National 
Council of La Raza. This year, NCLR 
celebrates its 25th anniversary. I have 
watched with great pride over the 
years as NCLR has become not just the 
principal national Hispanic organiza
tion, but an important American insti
tution. 

The National Council of La Raza has 
emerged from its humble beginnings to 
become "the leading Hispanic think 
tank in the country," according to the 
Albuquerque Tribune; the Nation's 
"principal" Latino group, according to 
the Baltimore Sun; and "by all ac
counts the most effective" Hispanic or
ganization, according to Hispanic Busi
ness magazine. 

The inside-the-beltway reviews are 
equally glowing. A senior Brookings 
Institution official found that NCLR is 
perhaps the most respected Hispanic 
organization. A Fortune 500 chief exec
utive describes NCLR as "the single 
most important Hispanic organiza
tion." Our colleague Howard Berman 
has said that it is "unexcelled in the 
legislative arena"; while our former 
colleague Steve Bartlett has cited 
NCLR's work as "invaluable." 

As proud as I am of this praise, I am 
even prouder of the record of accom
plishment of NCLR and its affiliate 
network. Its affiliates have built thou
sands of affordable housing uni ts and 
created thousands of jobs. They have 
fed, clothed, or educated hundreds of 
thousands of needy families, helped 

thousands of immigrants obtain legal 
status and learn English, and delivered 
health and social services to hundreds 
of thousands more. All together, 
NCLR's 150 local affiliates comprise 
the largest network in the Hispanic 
community, serving over 2 million per
sons per year. 

The National Council of La Raza net
work has also served as a crucial train
ing ground for our community's lead
ers. Our colleague, Ed Pastor, chaired 
NCLR's board of directors during its 
crucial, formative years. The late 
Willie Velasquez conceived, developed, 
and later spun off the southwest voter 
registration project while a member of 
the NCLR staff. Cabinet members 
Henry Cisneros and Federico Pena, 
Texas State Senator Carlos Truan, 
former Colorado State Senators Polly 
Baca and Don Sandoval, and a whole 
new cadre of emerging leaders like 
Texas County Judge Alicia Chacon, 
California State Assemblywoman Mar
tha Escutia, and dozens of others are 
all part of the NCLR family. 

And, speaking of leadership, NCLR's 
enormous success is, obviously, due in 
great part to its own leadership. Raul 
Yzaguirre, NCLR's president, has led 
the organization for 18 years. In 1980, 
he was the first Hispanic to receive the 
Rockefeller Award for Public Service 
by the trustees of Princeton Univer
sity. In 1985, he received the Common 
Cause Award for Public Service. In 
1989, he became one of the first Latino 
Fellows at the Institute of Politics at 
Harvard University's Kennedy School 
of Government. In 1992, he received 
Hispanic magazine's Community Serv
ice Award and was named the recipient 
of the Aguila Award, the G.:>Vernment 
of Mexico's highest honor. And this 
year, he was awarded the Martin Lu
ther King Medallion by the trustees of 
George Washington University. Little 
wonder that Yzaguirre is, according to 
Hispanic magazine, "at the center of 
the Hispanic leadership stage." 

In this, the National Council of La 
Raza's silver anniversary year, I think 
it's appropriate to recognize this im
portant, unique American institution. 
I'm proud to have been associated with 
NCLR at the very beginning, and I look 
forward to its continuing growth and 
development as it seeks to meet the 
many challenges that still face the His
panic community. 

Tomorrow night, many of us will be 
attending the National Council of La 
Raza's congressional recognition recep
tion and dinner. I invite my colleagues 
to join me at the event. 

WHAT HAPPENED TO SPENDING 
CUTS? 

(Mr. BACHUS of Alabama asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Speak
er, what happened to spending cuts? 
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At his confirmation hearings, Presi

dent Clinton's Budget Director, Leon 
Panetta, promised that the Clinton 
program would provide at least $2 of 
spending cuts for every Sl of tax in
creases. Mr. Panetta also promised the 
American people "truth in budgeting" 
from the Clinton administration. Well, 
let us say goodbye to another couple of 
good intentions. 

By President Clinton's own estimate, 
spending cuts will be about half the 
package, not two-thirds. And, the 
President gets to the · one-half for 
spending cuts only by labeling a major 
tax increase on Social Security recipi
ents as a spending cut. With that kind 
of creative accounting I am surprised 
that the President has not managed to 
claim that his entire package is one of 
spending cuts. 

For those of my colleagues who are 
looking for a simple test to distin
guished spending cuts from tax in
creases, I have one: If the amount you 
pay on your form 1040 goes up, it's a 
tax increase. 

SINCE WHEN DID POPULARITY 
BECOME A CRIME? 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Department of Justice says that Con
gressman HAROLD FORD is too popular. 
He is too popular to be tried by a jury 
of his peers in Memphis, so thay are 
busing in an almost all-white jury. 

Now this does not seem like busing 
to me. This sounds like railroading. 

My colleagues, since when did popu
larity become a crime, and what has 
happened to the Constitution in Amer
ica? This case is ridiculous. Eighteen 
jurors and alternates, and only one 
black juror. Since when did busing get 
to be so damn fashionable in America? 

Mr. Speaker, HAROLD FORD is not 
being prosecuted. HAROLD FORD is 
being persecuted, and Congress should 
be calling for an investigation into the 
damn Justice Department. 

THE CLINTON ANTHEM 
(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOKE. Well, President Clinton 
has finally done it. Has made wanting 
to pay more taxes the new litmus test 
for patriotism. So, with apologies from 
me to a very good friend, Lee Green
wood, the country singer, let me say: 

I'm proud to be an American, so can I 
please pay more tax? For I'm honored to con
tribute to a President who plays the sax. And 
I'm proud to sacrifice my hard-earned dough 
and salute you when I say I'm going to send 
you a great big check with my Form 1040-A. 

SHADES OF RODNEY KING 
(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
afternoon to take exception to the 
treatment of one of our colleagues, the 
distinguished Congressman from Ten
nessee, HAROLD FORD. He served the 
State of Tennessee honorably for 20 
years. Now he is being retired on a 6-
year-old charge of bank fraud and con
spiracy. 

Mr. Speaker, in the first trial 2 years 
ago held in Memphis the jury consisted 
of eight blacks and four whites, and the 
trial ended in a hung jury. Citing Mr. 
FORD'S popularity in Memphis the pros
ecution persuaded the judge to order 
the selection of a jury from Jackson 
100 miles away, apparently in order to 
find jurors with no racial or political 
bias. 

Now Memphis is majority black, and 
Jackson is majority white. It comes as 
no surprise then that the Jackson jury 
consists of 17 whites and only 1 black. 

Shades of Rodney King. Why, when 
we have a high profile case, do we have 
to exclude the entire black community 
in order to find a fair and impartial 
jury? 

Today, Mr. Speaker, HAROLD FORD is 
not asking for a perfect trial. He is 
only asking for a fair trial. 

CHANGE! (OF THE DICTIONARY) 
(Mr. BONILLA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Clinton, elected on a mandate of 
change, now wants to change the dic-
tionary. · 

Here are some examples: "Contribu
tion," means taxes. "Sacrifice," means 
taxes. And now, even "patriotism" 
means taxes. 

At this rate, Webster will have to up
date the dictionary every time the 
President proposes a new tax. 

I do not know about all the other 
Members of this body, but I give my 
contribution to my church, a "sac
rifice" is a play in baseball and "patri
otism" is love of country. 

I wish President Clinton would keep 
to the basics, tell the truth to the 
working people of this country and call 
a tax just what it is: a tax. 

THE RIGHT TO A FAIR TRIAL IS 
BEING VIOLATED 

(Mr. TOWNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I stand be
fore my colleagues because an injustice 
is being done to my colleague, HAROLD 

FORD. Our Constitution with its Bill of 
Rights is designed to promote fairness 
and protect individuals from abuse by 
their Government. In this case the 
Government did not, and I say did not, 
prove guilt to the satisfaction of 12 ju
rors, so it moved and started all over. 
The prosecutor believes in the old say
ing, "If at first you do not succeed, you 
try, you try, and you try again." 

Mr. Speaker, it bothers me that the 
right to a fair trial by your peers is 
being violated. The prosecutor has 
moved 100 miles outside of Memphis 
precisely because the jury in Memphis, 
where Mr. FORD lives, after hearing the 
evidence, refused to convict. By mov
ing the trial the prosecutor is shopping 
for a jury that would prefer him, his 
witnesses, and his version of events. 

Mr. Speaker, it is precisely this type 
of governmental abuse that the Con
stitution sought to prevent. But maybe 
this court will not allow it. 

The late Thurgood Marshall's words 
apply here as well as to the Supreme 
Court. 

"Power, not reason, has become the 
currency of this court." Reason would 
not allow this gross injustice. 

I think that the people who represent 
law and justice must speak out because 
our Constitution is being attacked. 
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CUT SPENDING, DON'T PILE ON 
TAXES 

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
the American people know that the 
deficit is bad for the country. The 
American people also know we can re
duce the deficit by cutting what the 
Government spends or by increasing 
what the Government collects through 
taxes. 

Let me show you a chart that you 
will not see the President use when he 
talks about the deficit. It shows that 
Government spending was $230 billion 
in 1972 and is $1.4 trillion today. That 
means that Government spending has 
increased almost 500 percent over the 
last 20 years. 

Here's another chart you will not see 
the President use. It shows that Fed
eral revenues during the last 20 years 
have increased over 400 percent. 

The implication is clear. We have not 
been able to tax our way out of deficits 
over 20 years and we will not be able to 
do so now. 

The American people today stagger 
under the heaviest tax burden ever. 
Americans work, on the average, 126 
days of the year, until May 5, to pay 
their taxes. After that, they finally get 
to keep what they earn. 

The way to reduce the deficit and 
strengthen our economy is to cut ex-
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cessive Government spending, not pile 
on more taxes. 

LET PRESIDENT STICK TO HIS 
PLAN 

(Mr. HOEKSTRA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. "Read my plan." I 
have here a direct quote from Presi
dent Clinton from October 20 in the 
New York Times: 

Now I will tell you this: I will not raise 
taxes on the middle class to pay for these 
programs. I am not going to raise taxes on 
the middle class to pay for these programs. I 
am not going to tell you read my lips, but I 
can tell you . this: I am not going to raise 
taxes on the middle class Americans to pay 
for the programs I have recommended. 

Read my plan. 
Mr. Speaker, I will keep an open 

mind as I listen to the President to
night, but the American people and I 
have heard his plan. So what is the 
question and what is all the excitement 
about? The only question is, let us see 
if the President does stick to his plan. 

A HEAL'l.'HIER AMERICA BACK AT 
WORK 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, just as if 
he were a doctor administering a treat
ment to a. sick patient, tonight, a few 
feet from where I stand, the President 
will come to deliver to us what could 
be called bitter economic medicine. 
But it must be remembered that that 
bitter economic medicine has a pay
off-a payoff in a stronger economy, a 
payoff in a healthier population, a pay
off in lower interest rates, and a payoff 
in more jobs-both in human infra
structure programs, education and 
training, and in physical infrastructure 
such as bridges and highways. 

In that setting, this Friday Secretary 
Peiia, Secretary of Transportation, will 
be in Louisville, KY, to talk with local 
leaders there about our $100 million of 
ready-to-go infrastructure programs 
which we have in Louisville, airport 
construction, sewer construction, tran
sit construction, and also light rail. 

So I would emphasize and hope that 
our colleagues would recognize that 
the President's message of pain carries 
with it a message of payoff in the form 
of a healthier America, an America 
which is back at work. 

AMERICA NEEDS A RESPONSIBLE 
PRESIDENT 

(Mr. MAN ZULLO asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, the 
approval rate of Congress has fallen to 

an all-time low of 16 percent. I can un
derstand that because yesterday while 
the stock market fell by 85 points, we 
were voting on the issue of the preser
vation of whales. It goes to show the 
irony that has taken place with regard 
to the President's plan. He is trying to 
bring the economy under control while 
at the same time increasing the 
breadth and scope and jurisdiction of 
the Federal Government. 

You cannot insist on motor-voter 
registration, you cannot insist on man
dated family care, without more regu
lations, more rules, and more laws. In 
fact, Mr. Clinton's idea of cutting out 
fat is to lay off ladies who are opening 
letters in the basement of the White 
House and to hire 50 lawyers on his 
staff in order to help him with regula
tions. 

What Mr. Clinton is doing, Mr. 
Speaker, is cruel to the farmer, it is 
cruel to those on fixed incomes, and it 
is cruel to the poor. We do not need 
more taxes, we need a responsible 
President. 

DO WHAT IS BEST FOR AMERICA 
(Mr. HOAGLAND asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, to
night we are going to witness from this 
lectern right here over my shoulder an 
historical event. It is going to be an 
historic event because we are going to 
have a President who is going to 
present an honest budget based on hon
est figures telling us what we have to 
do in this Nation to put our economy 
back on the right track. 

Now, why is it so important to reduce 
the deficit? It is because only by reduc
ing the deficit can we foster growth, 
can we create a more productive econ
omy, and can we have an economy that 
will lead to more high paying jobs for 
all Americans. 

One thing we know: We simply can
not afford to continue going down the 
same track, because there is going to 
be a major train wreck at the end if we 
do not act responsibly in this Chamber 
and in the other Chamber this year. 

This is a critical fork in the road for 
the future of the economy of our coun
try, and I call on my colleagues from 
both sides of the aisle to set partisan
ship considerations aside and do what 
is best for the country, because this is 
our time, in order to put the economy 
back on the right track. 

Mr. Speaker, let me give a fact: 98.5 
percent of all Americans will pay no 
new income taxes under this plan. 

A DEFINITION OF THE RICH 
(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, for over a 
year President Clinton, then candidate 
Clinton, and now President Clinton, 
has been saying that he is going to tax 
the rich. He now tells us who the rich 
are: The rich include anyone who heats 
their home or drives a car in America. 

A TIME FOR A PROUD AMERICA 
(Mr. BARLOW asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BARLOW. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
time for a proud America. This is a 
time for a disciplined America. 
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Our forefathers, our families, have 

sacrificed through the ages to build our 
Nation. We stand at a historic cross
roads. We can make sacrifices and con
tinue the building of a strong, proud 
America. I call on all of us, without re
gard to party, to come behind a pro
gram of strength for the future of our 
Nation, for our children, our grand
children. This shall be the home of the 
free. 

END POLICIES WHICH PENALIZE 
SUCCESS AND REWARD FAILURE 
(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, more than 
a few of us in this Chamber are 
aficionados of a television program 
known as Saturday Night Live. My 
friend, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER] even tells me that he has 
seen it one time, and it seems to me 
that as we look at a number of the 
characters there, a very appropriate 
one has come forward, a guy called 
Kevin Nyland. When he does the news 
at midnight, he fulfills the role of a 
guy called Subliminal Man. 

As I listened to some of the terminol
ogy that has come forward over the 
past several days, I cannot help but 
think of how Subliminal Man would 
deal with this. I could hear him say, 
"Has a job: rich; shared sacrifice: tax; 
contribution: tax; patriotism: tax; and 
investment: spend." 

It seems to me that we will finally, 
in a little less than 6 hours, Mr. Speak
er, have the opportunity to give Presi
dent Clinton a chance to realize that 
we have got to bring an end to policies 
which penalize success and reward fail
ure. 

THE EQUAL ACCESS RESOLUTION 
(Mr. STRICKLAND asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the equal ac-
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cess resolution, which will be intro
duced tomorrow by my colleague, Mr. 
KOPETSKI. This resolution expresses the 
sense of Congress that adequate mental 
health care benefits must be included 
in any legislation designed to address 
the ongoing and unmet heal th care 
needs of the American people. 

This resolution is an invaluable tool 
in communicating that we in Congress 
know that mental health insurance is 
not the icing on the national health 
care cake, but an essential ingredient 
in the mix. I commend my colleague, a 
long-time advocate for individuals with 
mental health needs, for introducing 
the measure. 

Mr. Speaker, as a psychologist by 
profession, I recognize all too well, the 
price we have already paid for not hav
ing an adequate system of mental 
health coverage. As a clinician for 
more than a decade, I have seen first 
hand how mental health services have 
saved lives, by allowing people to keep 
their jobs, stay with their families, and 
contribute to their communities. I 
have also seen the costs-in both 
human and economic terms-of ne
glecting treatment: Drug and alcohol 
abuse, divorce, child and spousal abuse, 
suicide, worker absenteeism and lost 
productivity, crime, institutionaliza
tion, and the pain of suffering alone. 

Providing adequate coverage for 
treatment of mental health disorders 
and substance abuse is both humane 
and cost effective. Congress must lead 
the way in removing the age-old stig
mas associated with mental health 
problems, and recognize, once and for 
all, that mental illness does not always 
have to be a chronic, debilitating con
dition-it can be diagnosable, treat
able, and often curable. And studies 
have shown that for every $1 spent on 
treatment, society spends nearly $4 on 
the consequences of not providing 
treatment. 

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, 
America cannot afford to be without an 
adequate system of mental health care · 
coverage any longer. Passing this reso
lution will be an important step on the 
road to national health care reform. 

TAX INCREASES ON SOCIAL SECU
RITY: AN ORWELLIAN CHANGE 

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard a lot of talk on the floor today 
about truth and honesty. What I have 
in front of me here are the revenue pro
visions from tonight's plan, and they 
are a very interesting collection of tax 
increases, and they add up to $244 bil
lion; that is, if we can believe the fig
ures. However, they left off one tax, 
the $31 billion that they are going to 
charge Social Security recipients over 
and above what they now pay on their 
Social Security, so that adds up to $275 
billion in new taxes. 

Why is that $31 billion not in here? 
They are going to call that tax in
crease a spending cut. There is change 
for us, an Orwellian change; Don't call 
them spending cuts. That may be a 
change, but it is not honest, it is not 
candid, and it is not the truth. 

INTRODUCING THE IMMUNIZATION 
NOW ACT 

(Mrs. BYRNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, it is evi
dent that this Congress has a rare op
portunity to end America's disgraceful 
legacy of 8.3 million children at risk 
from preventable, life-threatening dis
ease. 

I rise today to introduce the Immuni
zation Now Act of 1993. This bill offers 
us a truly cost-effective means to im
munize children against measles, per
tussis, diptheria, and tetanus without 
government monopoly and without un
dermining other economic concerns. 

The Immunization Now Act leaves 
this vital component of preventive 
health care in the hands of families and 
their personal physicians. Vouchers for 
the necessary immunizations will be 
dispensed at hospitals before newborns 
are discharged, or can be obtained at 
community health centers. The vouch
ers can be redeemed wherever holders 
seek medical care. For $130 we prevent 
diseases that cost many thousands, 
perhaps death. 

I urge Members to consider this bill 
on its merits. 

BACK TO THE FUTURE 
(Mr. BAKER of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak
er, more sacrifice, more contributions, 
more taxes. Does that sound familiar? 
It ought to, because it was Jimmy 
Carter's Democratic prescription for 
economic malaise. 

As we see the stock market plummet 
in reaction to Bill Clinton's economic 
plan, we should ponder how history 
seems to endlessly repeat itself. An
other President, Abe Lincoln, whose 
birthday we just celebrated, had this to 
say about tax fairness: "You cannot 
help the wage earner by pulling down 
the wage payer; you cannot help the 
poor by destroying the rich." 

Bill Clinton, ignoring the pleas of 
President Lincoln, will rob the private 
economy of capital needed to create 
jobs and stall the economic recovery. 
He calls for more sacrifice, more con
tributions, and more taxes, and the 
stock market reacts as we all thought 
it would. 

President Clinton, by waving the 
soak the rich banner, fooled us until 

today when we learned that rich is a 
$30,000 income. 

The problem is not that Americans 
are not paying enough taxes, it is that 
their Government is spending too 
much. 

TEXAS SCHOOL FUNDING 
(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
was planning to rise to talk about what 
is happening in Texas and the State 
house and the State senate, but for a 
part of a minute, after sitting here and 
seeing the graphs that were pointed 
our earlier by the colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, I want to talk 
about a graph that showed that for the 
last 12 years our expenditures or our 
money that the U.S. Government is 
taking is doubled, and that is true, but 
in the last 12 years our debt has tri
pled, and tonight we are going to put 
an end to that. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this oppor
tunity to comment on the state of education in 
our Nation as well as in my home State of 
Texas. 

Over half of the States have experienced 
court battles over the constitutionality of their 
public school system and Texas is one of 
them. My tenure in the Texas legislature 
spanned two decades and the most persistent 
problem was education funding. 

Monday, I stood in the hall of the Texas 
Senate as the historic vote took place that 
could end 45 years of conflict over the ways 
Texas funds its public schools. I am proud of 
all those State senators and House members 
who put their differences aside and did what 
was best for the schoolchildren of Texas. On 
May 1, the voters of Texas will have the oi:r 
portunity to affirm their belief in fairness for all 
children and I encourage them to cast a vote 
in favor of their children's future. 

In Texas they have decided that it is time to 
get out of the courts and back to the busine~s 
of education and I urge my colleagues to lis
ten to their message. If we want to be No. 1 
in the world in job creation and providing for 
our citizens, we must first create an education 
system that is second to none. Many ~tate~, 
including Texas, have made great strides in 
education reform such as 22 to 1 teacher to 
student ratios, and a 4-year-old program when 
Head Start was hindered in the early 1980's. 

As we begin the budget process this year, 
I ask that we put education first and give our 
children the chance they deserve. 
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ECONOMIC REFORM 
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to laud President Clinton. 
He cut 100,000 Federal workers, and we 
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ought to say good when he does the 
things that we would like to see on 
both sides of the aisle. 

But when we allow lllV and AIDS pa
tients into the United States, I wonder 
where the Delta is going to go. And you 
will pass a tax package. We do not have 
the votes to stop it, nor have we had 
for the last 38 years. I would ask the 
freshmen who came in for change to 
think about this. Do not cut Defense 
below an area where the damage to our 
national security is unrecoverable. 

I would also like to balance the budg
et with a balanced budget amendment. 
If we are going to increase taxes on the 
American people, let us cut the spend
ing and really balance the budget. I do 
not think the American public has 
really seen any tax increase that has 
gone to balance the budget. 

I would also like to see a line-item 
veto, and I know Members on our side 
of the aisle would support that same 
issue. 

I am a Republican, but I would like 
to also go on record to say that I do 
not like the way that Congressman 
HAROLD FORD is being treated. 

CONGRESS MUST ALSO SACRIFICE 
(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, in 
this body, we all know that change can 
be difficult. That making sacrifices can 
be difficult. 

Tonight, our President is going to 
come to this Chamber to ask every 
American to make a change. To ask 
every American to make a small sac
rifice today, to help ensure larger re
wards for tomorrow. 

I rise today to say to my colleagues, 
the phrase, "every American" includes 
us. 

And that means that we better be 
ready to make some real sacrifices, not 
cosmetic sacrifices, in this institution. 

Mr. Speaker, we were elected to lead. 
If the American people-people who 
have been hit hard by 12 years of eco
nomic neglect-are going to be asked 
to tighten their belts a notch or two, 
then the U.S. Congress better be ready 
to tighten its belt five or six notches. 

That means we need to take a long 
look at what we can do to cut down on 
committee staff and expenditures, a 
long look at what it costs to frank our 
mail, a long look at reforming cam
paign laws. 

And yes, perhaps it means taking a 
look at a cost-of-living increase that 
alone is more money than most Ameri
cans make in 2 months. 

The President is asking Americans to 
sacrifice-he is saying the free ride is 
over. Well, my friends, our free ride 
needs to be over as well. We should 
take the lead in demonstrating what 
shared sacrifice really means. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON SHOULD RE
CONSIDER HIS ECONOMIC PRO
POSAL 
(Mr. TORKILDSEN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
too rise to speak about the President's 
State of the Union Address tonight, 
and I guess the early reviews have not 
been positive. One headline reads: "Get 
Out Your Wallet." I think it .is a warn
ing many working people in our coun
try are taking quite seriously. 

I also point to one provision in the 
little revenue provision sheet that 
some of us have, trying to explain 
where that money might theoretically 
come from. One i tern calls for reducing 
the deductibility of business expenses 
from 80 percent down to 50 percent. I 
just point out to the Members that the 
last time something like that was tried 
it was when we had what we called the 
luxury tax. The luxury tax really did 
not raise any money, but it put the 
working men and women who worked 
on boats and cars out of business, be
cause people just stopped buying them. 
If we take away this deduction or cut 
it back, we are going to have the safe 
effect. We are going to put waiters, 
waitresses, and other people who make 
their living from this type of business 
out of work. 

I would also ask President Clinton to 
please reconsider his proposal. He still 
has several hours. Come back with 
some spending cuts, help us get the def
icit under control, but by reducing 
spending. 

STUDENT LOAN AFFORDABILITY 
ACT 

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, today, MARTIN LANCASTER 
and I, and 65 of our colleagues, are in
troducing the Student Loan Afford
ability Act, a bill which would restore 
the tax deduction for student loan in
terest and the full tax exemption for 
scholarships and fellowships. 

In the last decade, the number of 
American students borrowing money 
for student loans has doubled. The av
erage debt today for a public college 
graduate is over $6,000 and more than 
$10,000 for private college graduates. 
Many of this Nation's talented young 
people-young people who are the fu
ture of this country-are opting not to 
attend college at all because of the fi
nancial hardship. 

To ease this burden, a bipartisan 
commission-the National Commission 
on Responsibilities for Financing Post
secondary Education-this week rec
ommended to President Clinton that 
the tax deduction for student loan in-

terest and the full tax exemption for 
scholarships and fellowships be re
stored. Today, 67 Members are once 
again championing a bill to do just 
that. Our bill, the Student Loan Af
fordability Act, will restore the tax de
duction for student loan interest and 
restore the full tax exemption for 
scholarships and fellowships-both of 
which were eliminated by the Tax Re
form Act of 1986. 

Last year, a version of our bill was 
included in the economic growth pack
age, passed by this Congress but vetoed 
for reasons other than the inclusion of 
these education tax incentives. 

Accessible and affordable higher edu
cation is essential to this Nation's abil
ity to compete in the global market. 
Passage of this bill would be an invest
ment in the future of our young people 
and our country. I urge colleagues to 
join us by cosponsoring the Student 
Loan Affordability Act. 

AMERICANS WILL RISE TO PRESI
DENT CLINTON'S CHALLENGE 

(Ms. E.B. JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. E.B. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, tonight, in this Chamber, 
President Clinton will reach out across 
America, and across the world, in set
ting out his comprehensive plan for 
economic recovery and stability. Sure
ly the sacrifices required to repair the 
damage done by 12 years of Republican 
trickle-down economic policies will be 
difficult, and sometimes contentious. 
But I am confident that just as the 
American people have united against 
common enemies in the past, we will 
once again rise to the challenge. Real
istically, we are in a war-a war 
against spiralling debt, against unem
ployment, against a dying health-care 
system, against hopelessness and de
spair. And as with all wars, our re
sponse must be aggressive and united
our citizens can't afford for us to waste 
their time responding to every special 
interest group's criticism-we need to 
support the President and work with 
him in fashioning a swift economic 
stimulus program, along with long
term investment programs. 

I am pleased to say that my home 
State of Texas has taken the kind of 
initiative needed to assist the Federal 
Government in its herculean task. The 
Smart Jobs Fund Program, funded by 
one-tenth of 1 percent of the State's 
unemployment insurance tax, will help 
businesses in Texas by training, and re
training, their employees. With the es
timated $50 million in yearly revenue, 
matching grants will go to businesses 
for the training of new workers, or the 
improvement of existing workers' 
skills, which directly helps keep our 
work force competitive in today's glob
al markets. Another important feature 
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of the program is the special assistance 
for production innovation at those 
companies losing defense industry con
tracts-a Federal budget cut which has 
hit Texas particularly hard. 

I look forward to listening to Presi
dent Clinton's economic plan, and urge 
my colleagues to lend their full support 
to the administration in the coming 
days. Without consensus, we will be un
able to generate an economic revival
Together, we can create a blueprint for 
long-term prosperity and international 
triumph. 

AMERICA REACIDNG A TURNING 
POINT 

(Mrs. MEEK asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. MEEK. Mr. Speaker, there are 
people in this House who feel that to
night we are at a turning point, and let 
me tell you what, they are right. We 
are at a turning point tonight. We have 
a courageous President who is willing 
to come before this country to say fish 
or cut bait. Now it is time to cut bait, 
right now, and fish. 

First I want to say to the Repub
licans, many of you have labeled Clin
ton's plan as being more liberal tax and 
spend. What they do not bother to say 
is that we need this money to pay for 
the deficit that the Republicans have 
brought on for the past 12 years. 

For 12 years the Republicans have 
had tax giveaways to the rich, 12 years 
of star wars boondoggles, 12 years of 
decay from decreased investment on 
roads, infrastructure, education, and 
housing, 12 years of greed, corporate 
takeovers financed with Republican 
tax giveaways. 

If Republicans really want to help, I 
know where they can begin. Go help 
the workers from Pan Am in my dis
trict who because of deregulation are 
out of work. Go help the · old people 
whose money you took from the Social 
Security trust fund to conceal the true 
size of the deficit. Go help the homeless 
who once were working families but 
who now are out on the streets because 
of the cuts you made in subsidized 
housing. 

The last time the Republicans saved 
us from big government, they gave 
away our tax revenues to the rich. I 
like what Bill Clinton has offered. He is 
up front with both good news and bad 
news. That is better than voodoo eco
nomics, and it is better than "Read my 
lips." 

Let us get on with it, and let us sup
port our President. 

GIVE CONGRESSMAN HAROLD 
FORD A FAIR TRIAL 

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I was born 
in Memphis, TN. I spent most of my 
life in the district now represented by 
Congressman HAROLD FORD. I went to 
Hamil ton High School. Of course I still 
have many relatives and friends in 
Memphis, TN. 

I want to assure everyone that the 
people of Memphis are as American as 
people anywhere else in the United 
States. The people of Memphis know 
how to make the jury system work. 
Our courts in Memphis today, day in 
day out, use juries. They make the sys
tem work. Why should it be any dif
ferent with HAROLD FORD? The jury 
system can work in Memphis without 
the interference of the Justice Depart
ment, without the railroading that is 
going on in terms of trying to get a 
jury that will give a verdict that the 
prosecution wants. 

D 1530 
Never before in the history of this 

country: There is no precedent in law 
for what the Justice Department has 
done in the case of HAROLD FORD. 

All HAROLD FORD wants is a fair 
trial. All HAROLD FORD wants is what 
every other American wants. It is our 
duty to uphold the Constitution and to 
see to it that HAROLD FORD gets a fair 
trial. 

ALL PAIN AND NO GAIN 
(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, all pain, 
and no gain. 

That is what the Clinton tax and 
spend offers middle-class Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, if President Clinton had 
spent as much time reading the history 
of the last 12 years as he has rewriting 
it, he would know that tax increases 
are not the way to balance the budget. 

In the early 1980's President Reagan 
made an agreement with Congress to 
accept tax increases in exchange for 
spending cuts. 

The President delivered the taxes, 
but Congress spent the money. As a re
sult, Americans got higher taxes, high
er spending, and bigger budget deficits. 

In 1990, President Bush made the 
same bargain with Congress. Again, 
Congress spent the money. And once 
more, the American people got higher 
taxes, higher spending, bigger deficits, 
and a recession to boot. 

All pain, and no gain. 
Mr. Speaker, I have one piece of ad

vice for our new President. 
Keep your no new taxes promise for 

the middle class. Before, raising one 
dime in new taxes, makes Congress de
liver on the spending cuts. 

This is not patriotism, it is pay and 
pay and pay-triotism. 

DO NOT PREJUDGE PRESIDENT'S 
PLAN 

(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
we will all receive the long-awaited 
news of the economic plan f orecasted 
by our President, President Clinton. 

And, yes, there are tough decisions to 
be made tonight, but we can make 
these times even tougher by judging 
the President's plan before it is un
veiled or by picking apart merely one 
aspect of the plan such as the taxation 
aspect just to make political brownie 
points. 

Mr. Speaker, on the other hand, it is 
easy to judge the past. Hindsight, for 
that matter, is 20/20, past neglect in 
public infrastructure, past neglect in 
human infrastructure, past neglect in 
dealing with the deficit. 

President Clinton's plan is commit
ted to fairness for all America and eco
nomic recovery, not only shared sac
rifice but shared investment and 
shared opportunity. At a time when 
our country needs all of us to be sober 
and all of us to unite, we can ill afford 
partisan politics. 

Mr. Speaker, we all, Republicans and 
Democrats alike, must be quick to 
hear, slow to speak, and quick to roll 
up our sleeves to help and not to hinder 
the progress of America. 

TIME TO PUT JUSTICE INTO 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, it is 
time to put justice into our criminal 
justice system. 

HAROLD FORD is being unfairly tar
geted. There is no way that we can jus
tify the gross dismantling of Mr. 
FORD's right to a fair trial, to be tried 
by a jury of his peers. 

Regardless of the underlying charges 
against Mr. FORD, the law says he is in
nocent until proven guilty, and that he 
is entitled to fairness. 

When did it become a crime to have 
a good reputation in a district which 
he represents? When did it become just 
to empanel only those jurors who have 
openly confessed their prejudice 
against the defendant? 

Mr. Speaker, the wheels of justice are 
said to turn slowly. However, in the 
case of HAROLD FORD the wheels are 
running over him, and it is time to 
slam on the brakes of justice. 

OPPORTUNITY TO FOLLOW REAL 
LEADERSHIP 

(Mr. SARPALIUS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, as a 
young boy, my two brothers and I lived 
in Houston, TX, in a home where we 
had no running water, no electricity, 
no utilities at all. The only food and 
clothes we got were what churches 
would bring to us. 

At the age of 12, we went to Cal 
Farley's Boys' Ranch. At that time I 
had nothing going for me in my life, 
but today I stand before you as a Mem
ber of the U.S. Congress. 

The reason I am here today is be
cause of sacrifices of past generations. 
They gave me a country that was full 
of opportunities, a country where you 
could dream any dream and make that 
dream come true. 

But what is my generation giving the 
next generation? I have a 19-year-old 
son. We are not giving him a country 
that is full of opportunities but a coun
try that is full of responsibilities. 

Tonight we have an opportunity to 
follow some real leadership and make 
some real changes and give back to our 
children the same country where they 
can dream any dream and make those 
dreams come true. 

KEEP AMERICAN JOBS IN 
AMERICA 

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I 
guess what all this is about is bal
ancing the budget. It is the most im
portant thing that we can do right 
now. 

But we cannot do it with minimum 
wage jobs and we are losing all of our 
good jobs to Mexico, to China, to 
Japan. We cannot compete as long as 
we allow them to pay cheap labor, no 
benefits, no health, no health and safe
ty. 

I hope that President Clinton ad
dresses this issue tonight on renego
tiating NAFTA and a better trade pol
icy. 

To add to that problem, our col
league, the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPTUR], said earlier about the 
National Bank of Mexico, through an 
investment-fund scheme, is going to 
buy American companies and move 
them south of the border and steal 
American jobs, and they are going to 
do it if we let them get away with it. It 
is up to us to stop them. 

Do you want to balance the budget? 
Keep American jobs in America. 

ASSURE JUSTICE FOR 
REPRESENTATIVE HAROLD FORD 
(Mr. WATT asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to be using my time today to speak in 

support of the economic package the 
President will be submitting to Con
gress today. It is a package I heartily 
endorse and one which represents the 
first semblance, in a long time, of lev
eling with the American public about 
the serious jeopardy the last 12 years of 
careless administration has left the 
country in. 

I would really like to talk about my 
support for the economic package and 
the more global concerns of our coun
try. But the system has me caught here 
again today talking about survival and 
the constitutional rights most people, 
including politicians, take for granted. 

My comments today are not about 
the guilt or innocence of my colleague 
HAROLD FORD. I have no knowledge of 
whether he is guilty or innocent. I do 
have knowledge of the constitutional 
right that he and all criminal defend
ants have to a trial by a jury of peers. 
I do have knowledge of the need for jus
tice in this country. 

So today I ask for the Department of 
Justice to assure justice by guarantee
ing Congressman FORD a trial by his 
peers, instead of by folks bused from 
afar. Then I can go on to talk about 
the kind of economic justice the Presi
dent's plan will offer tonight. 

PRESIDENT IS PRESENTING A 
COMPREHENSIVE PROPOSAL 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, once again, 
we have seen in the words from the mi
nority that it is so much easier to 
throw bricks than to build, and it is 
easier to be courageous when you are 
in the minority than when you are in 
the majority. 

Tonight President Clinton will break 
the spell of dodge and duck in Washing
ton. The public is saying, "do not 
think of taxing me until you cut waste
ful programs." The public is right. 

Tonight the President will present a 
comprehensive proposal, including 150 
cuts in programs, and there would be 
an increase in income taxes for any 
family earning over $140,000 a year. 

The benefits would go for two pur
poses: deficit reduction and economic 
growth. These are supremely impor
tant, and they deserve more than 
brickbats and finger pointing from the 
minority. 

0 1540 
THE GAG RULE-AGAIN 

(Mr. SOLOMON was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, excuse 
me if I speak from this side of the aisle, 
but I want to talk to you folks over 
here for a minute. 

You know, in a few minutes this 
House is going to take up a bill called 

the Family Planning Act. It is a bill 
that amends chapter 10 of the public 
health law, that repeals the so-called 
gag rule. Yet the ironic part, and per
haps the hypocritical part, Mr. Speak
er, is that this rule that is coming on 
this floor is a gag rule. It means that 
434 Members are being shut out of the 
debating process here today, including 
this Member. 

I have an amendment which is ter
ribly important to the American peo
ple. It would require that the ban on 
aliens infected with HIV virus, AIDS, 
be prohibited from coming into this 
country on a permanent basis. 

Last year we turned down 600. There 
are 274 Haitians waiting in Guanta
namo Bay right now. The minute 
President Clinton lifts the ban, in they 
come, at a cost of $100 million added to 
the medical costs already saddling the 
American people today. 

That is a shame, Mr. Speaker. You 
cannot keep gagging Members on this 
side of the floor or mine, because if you 
do, all hell is going to break loose. 

Think about it, Mr. Speaker. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON KNEW THE 
SIZE OF THE BUDGET DEFICIT 
IN 1992 
(Mr. INGLIS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. INGLIS. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that all Americans had hoped for the 
best, but I am afraid that our worst 
fears have come true about Bill Clin
ton. I am afraid that he has not been 
honest with us. I think that Bill Clin
ton knew all along the size of the defi
cit. 

In fact, Business Week, on July 6, 
1992, indicated that he knew the budget 
deficit was $400 billion. I am very dis
appointed. 

He says he has worked harder than he 
has ever worked in his life to balance 
the budget without raising taxes. Well, 
he has only been President for 29 days. 
That may be hard work for him, but he 
surely has not worked very long. 

I would suggest that the President go 
back and work longer and harder to 
find a way to cut the size of this Gov
ernment; that this week the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics reported we now have 
more people hired by the Federal, 
State, and local governments than we 
do in the manufacturing sector of our 
economy. 

That is too big of a Government. 

PROVIDING FOR A JOINT SESSION 
OF CONGRESS TO RECEIVE A 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

privileged concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 39) and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso
lution, as follows: 
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H. CON. RES. 39 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the two Houses of 
Congress assemble in the Hall of the House 
of Representatives today, Wednesday, Feb
ruary 17, 1993, at 9 o'clock post meridiem, for 
the purpose of receiving such communica
tion as the President of the United States 
shall be pleased to make to them. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MFUME). The question is on the concur
rent resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 415, nays 0, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker(CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 

[Roll No. 33) 
YEAs-415 

Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza. 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dia.z-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell · 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 

Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta. 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 

Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 

Applegate 
Barton 
Collins (IL) 
Fields (TX) 
Henry 

Meyers 
MfUrne 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller(FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 

Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NAYS--0 
NOT VOTING-15 

Herger 
Klein 
Lloyd 
McDade 
Miller (CA) 

D 1600 

Roukema 
Schenk 
Skelton 
Whitten 
Williams 

Messrs. POMBO, WATT, VALEN
TINE, and SMITH of Michigan changed 
their vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Without objection, a motion 
to reconsider is laid on the table. 

0 1601 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv

ing the right to object, may I be heard? 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

MFUME). The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] may proceed. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I really 
hate to take up the time of the body 
here at 4 o'clock this afternoon, but it 
is absolutely important that we call to 
the attention of the House that this is 
the third consecutive bill, and there 
have only been three that have cozne 
before this body during this 103d Con
gress, and all three of those bills were 
brought here under a restricted rule. I 
just have to call to the attention of the 
body that, when we debated the Family 
Medical Leave Act, the Committee on 
Rules only saw fit to make in order 
amendments by one Member of Con
gress, and I believe there were about 37 
amendments pending before our Com
mittee on Rules. Later on we took up 
the motor-voter bill, and there were 18 
amendments filed duly and timely, and 
only one amendment was allowed to be 
brought to this floor. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, here we are today, 
about to take up a family planning bill. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I would 
remind the Chair that I do not think 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON] are relevant 
to the matter before us. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, may I 
continue to be heard? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
has reserved the right to object and 
may proceed until otherwise notified 
by the Chair. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I say to 
the gentleman that I was just pointing 
out that in a few minutes we are going 
to be taking up the so-called family 
planning act which is an act to amend 
the public health law, chapter 10, 
which would repeal the so-called gag 
rule, and yet hypocritically here we are 
today being asked to take up that bill 
when all of our amendments were dis
allowed except for one. 

D 1610 
Mr. Speaker, that is wrong. We are 

also taking up this bill without any 
Member in this body here right now, 
and I would venture to say that maybe 
250 Members are here, and not one 
Member has read the report that was 
only filed as of noon time yesterday. 
Yet we have 110 new Members, 63 on 
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your side and 47 on ours, that do not 
have any idea what is in the family 
planning bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I raise this point be
cause we just are not going to roll over 
and play dead. If this continues, and I 
understand it is about to continue next 
week again with the unemployment in
surance bill that is coming before this 
body, again we will be asking to let 
that bill come on the floor with no 
amendments and without any one of 
these Members having read that report. 

Mr. Speaker, this is undemocratic. It 
is not the way that President Clinton 
was elected and these new Members 
were elected to come to Washington for 
change. We need to change this system 
and not allow these restrictive rules so 
that 434 Members are denied their right 
to debate and offer amendments on this 
floor. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, the distin
guished deputy whip. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, could the 
gentleman tell me what the excuse was 
for using a closed rule on this bill 
which we are about to consider? Why 
did the Committee on Rules say this 
was necessary? 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to this procedure. This debate is prop
erly framed to be taken up on the rule 
itself. It has absolutely nothing to do 
with what we were on before. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Does the gentleman request 
regular order? 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I request 
regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER
RICK]? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I con
tinue my reservation. I was in a col
loquy yielding to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. I cer
tainly do not want to object to what 
my reservation is about. If the gen
tleman wants to force me to, I would 
be glad to do it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, we are 
talking about fairness around here. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the ques
tion I had was: What was the excuse 
that was given at the Committee on 
Rules for a closed rule? It is not as 
though there is any time constraint in 
this case. Tomorrow we have a full leg
islative day. It is the only order of 
business. It is the only order of busi
ness for today. There are no time con
straints with regard to this bill, and I 
wonder what the excuse that the 
Democrats used this time for closing 
down the process is and not allowing 
Members to have a chance to work 
their will on the legislation? 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I believe the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] was probably directing the question 
to me. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time, I will answer, and 
then I will be glad to yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER
RICK] out of respect, and I have great 
respect for the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen
tleman no reason was given. The rule 
was written behind dosed doors and 
was then laid on our desk after we had 
eight Members of this House, duly 
elected from across this country, who 
came to the Committee on Rules in 
order to ask that their amendments be 
made in order. None of those amend
ments were frivolous; none of those 
amendments were dilatory. They all 
deal with very important issues that 
are of concern to all Americans across 
this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, I do not 
know whether it was from arrogance 
from the Speaker's office, arrogance 
from the Democratic caucus, or just ar
rogance from my colleagues on the 
Democrat side of the Committee on 
Rules. I hope it was not that, because I 
have great respect for that group. But 
no excuse was given. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, let me 
point out to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] and 
the body as a whole that, No. 1, this is 
not a closed rule. There was an amend
ment made in order. The Bliley amend
ment was made in order. 

Second, this was not done behind 
closed doors. We had an open discus
sion in the Committee on Rules. There 
was debate. The gentlemen all offered 
their amendments and there was open 
debate. 

As the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] well knows, the amend
ment that the gentleman is so per
turbed about, the gentleman's amend
ment, is not germane to this issue and 
should not be on here. If it had been 
germane to this issue we may have 
considered it otherwise. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very fair rule. 
The majority on the Committee on 
Rules is not arrogant, as suggested, 
and the gentleman knows that very 
well. The gentleman had an oppor
tunity in full open committee to give 
his arguments, to offer his amendment, 
and to have a vote. So to say that the 
majority is arrogant is just not the 
cas-e. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing my reservation, let me repeat to 
the gentleman what I said about my 
colleagues on the Committee on Rules 
on the Democrat side. I said I hoped 

that they were not the arrogant ones 
which demanded that this closed rule 
with one amendment being made in 
order to be brought before this House. 
But honestly, and I will say this to my 
good friend, it either had to be them or 
it had to be the Democrat caucus rep
resented by my good friend from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] and the whip on your 
side of the aisle, or it had to be the 
Speaker. It does not make much dif
ference which one of them was arro
gant. The truth of the matter is they 
were afraid to allow those seven 
amendments, all seven of those amend
ments, to come to this floor for legiti
mate, honest debate. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, that ex
planation is not one which I think the 
House can accept, largely because-

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I did not 
expect the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WALKER] to be able to accept 
it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to the gentleman that I know of a 
number of amendments that were of
fered that were entirely germane. The 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] had 
a number of amendments that were en
tirely germane to the matter before us. 
The only reason for not having the 
amendments of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DELAY] accepted for consid
eration here was that you do not want 
to debate them on the floor. They are 
not the issues that you want to vote 
on. So therefore you have decided to 
shut down the privileges of the Mem
bers of the House to legitimately raise 
issues, have them debated, and have 
them voted on. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a proper rea
son for the Cammi ttee on Rules to 
bring closed rules to the floor. To sug
gest that this is not a closed rule be
cause you made one ·amendment in 
order is just nonsense. Any rule which 
does not permit free and open debate 
on the floor is in fact a closed rule. In 
this case it is a very closed rule be
cause several very germane amend
ments were not made in order. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, con
tinuing my reservation, let me point 
out to my good friend, the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], 
and to answer the question of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] that six of the seven amendments 
that were not made in order were ger
mane. They were checked with those 
parliamentarians sitting over there. 
They were told to us to be germane. 
Yet they were still denied. 

The gentleman makes a point that 
my own personal amendment was not 
germane. That amendment was an 
amendment which would have contin
ued to codify into law the ban that 
President Clinton is trying to lift now 
on alien immigrants infected with the 
AIDS virus coming into this country. 

We all know that 600 of them were 
turned down last year. If that ban had 



2916 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 17, 1993 
been lifted, all 600 would be somewhere Mr. Speaker, I just want to say to the 
in this country continuing their life- Members that the process we are oper
style that helped them get the AIDS ating under is extremely unfair, not 
virus, in whatever way that was. just to the minority but to any Mem-

Mr. Speaker, there are 274 Haitian ber who hoped to change any aspect of 
refugees waiting in Guantanamo Bay this particular legislation. This is an 
in a U.S. naval base that are infected authorizing bill. This is not an appro
with the AIDS virus. If President Clin- priations bill, it is an authorizing bill, 
ton is allowed to lift that ban, that within which we set parameters as to 
means that automatically they are what a ceiling ought to be in terms of 
going to receive entry into this coun- spending, in terms of what the actual 
try. We cannot allow that to happen. parameters of the policy ought to be. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from It seems to me that to preclude 
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] says that amendments means that a select few
he could not allow my amendment be- the privileged Members who happen to 
cause it was nongermane. I would point serve on Energy and Commerce-get it 
out to my good friend from South their way, the rest of us can go pound 
Carolina that last year the gentleman salt. If we want to reform the pro
voted for 24 nongermane amendments gram-or at least suggest reforms-the 
to be made in order and brought to this rule says tough luck. The rule is pro
floor, all 24 by Democrats. Yet when a foundly undemocratic. 
Republican wants a nongermane If the gentleman will continue yield
amendment, it is not allowed. . ing, I had planned to offer an amend-

In 98 other cases during the 102d Con- ment that was very simple. On January 
gress we waived all points of order 22 of this year the abortion President, 
against germaneness and everything Mr. Clinton, issued a Presidential order 
else and those bills were allowed to that reversed several pro-life, pro-child 
come to this floor and those amend- policies. One Clinton pro-abortion ini
ments. tiative authorized federally subsidized 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, if the abortion counseling and referral. Obvi
gentleman will yield, I did not suggest ously, this will lead to more children 
that was the only reason. destroyed by abortionists. Largely 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank overlooked, was Clinton's reversal of a 
the gentleman. I am glad to get some policy that proscribed the colocation of 
kind of a concession from my good abortion mills with title X projects. I 
friend. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- think it is an outrage that in many of 
er, will the gentleman yield? our cities and States, including my 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, con- own State of New Jersey, there are 
tinuing my reservation, I yield to the Planned Parenthood and other recipi
gentleman from Indiana. ents of title X funds who have co

located abortion mills with family 
D 1620 planning projects. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- It seems clear to me that a compel
er, I just want to make two real quick ling conflict of interest exists here. I 
points to the majority. The Solomon would respectfully submit that we need 
amendment, if adopted, would have to take corrective action, separate 
probably saved about $87 million, be- abortion from family planning and stop 
cause if all of those people who will be this shameful colocation. But regret
allowed into this country that have tably my amendment was not made in 
HIV get active AIDS-and they will-it order. I ask Members to vote no on the 
is going to cost an average of $100,000 previous question today so that my 
apiece on our health care delivery sys- amendment and other meaningful pro
tem, and that amounts to $87.4 million, posals can have their day in court. 
and that is just the tip of the iceberg. A "no" vote on the previous question 

I want to talk about one other issue, gives us the opportunity to vote on this 
and that is that I had an amendment and thus let the Members work their 
that dealt with the AIDS virus that will. 
was germane, and the family planning I thank my friend from New York, 
groups around the country thought my Mr. SOLOMON for his leadership, moral 
amendment was worthwhile, and still courage, and tenacity in demanding 
the Committee on Rules did not make fundamental fairness in what is clearly 
it in order. I do not understand why, a rigged process. 
and I would like to know. Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, con- gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
tinuing my resiarvation of objection, I MON] yield for just one question? 
yield to the gentleman from New Jer- Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I was 
sey [Mr. SMITH], another one of the about to continue my reservation of 
Members that came before our commit- objection and yield to the gentleman 
tee. He has been a leader in this Con- from Texas, but as a distinguished 
gress ever since he came here about 12 member of the Committee on Rules, I 
years ago, and he had a very, very im- yield to the gentleman from South 
portant amendment that deserved de- Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], and continue 
bate on the floor of this House. to reserve my right to object. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I would 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for ask the gentleman if he plans on insist-
yielding to me. ing on his point of order. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Not at this point, I 
would say to the gentleman. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker I would 
ask further, how about at some other 
point? 

Mr. SOLOMON. It depends on the ar
rogance around here, I will say to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. DERRICK. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, I would mention that 
we are bumping up against 6 o'clock 
here. If we are going to have a vote, let 
us go ahead and have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, con
tinuing my reservation of objection, I 
would say to the gentleman that I 
voted to allow President Clinton to 
come here and address us, and I am 
going to see that he gets here. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY], who had two very germane 
amendments approved by the Par
liamentarian. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The gentleman from South 
Carolina requests regular order. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from South Carolina? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object--

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I insist 
on regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from South Carolina wish to 
put the question? 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I do 
wish to put the question. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject. I do not want to, but I object. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MS. SLAUGHTER 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the House passed House Concurrent 
Resolution No. 39. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. DERRICK 

Mr. DERRICK. :Mr. Speaker, I move 
to lay the motion to reconsider on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. DERRICK] to lay on the table the 
motion offered by the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 246, nays 
170, not voting 14, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 

[Roll No. 34) 
YEAS-246 

Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 

Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
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Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
C&lT 
Cha.pma.n 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields(LA) 
Fi Iner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta. 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harma.n 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker(CA) 
Baker(LA) 
Ballenger 
B&lTett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
lnslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehma.n 
Levin 
Lewis(GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha. 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 

NAYS-170 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 

Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rus!J. 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangme1ster 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
61isisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith(IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
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Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 

Barton 
Collins (IL) 
Doolittle 
Fields (TX) 
Henry 

Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
Mccollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller(FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Sha.w 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--14 
Johnston 
Lloyd 
McDade 
Murphy 
Scott 
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Skelton 
Tucker 
Washington 
Whitten 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas changed his 
vote from " nay" to "yea." 

So the motion to table was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, be

cause of illness, I was unable to vote. If I had 
been present I would have voted "yea" on 
House Concurrent Resolution 39 and "yea" on 
the motion to lay the motion to reconsider on 
the table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair will entertain re
quests for special orders up until 6 p.m. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I see 
some Members from the majority Com
mittee on Rules, and I ask for this time 
in order that they might enlighten us 
as to what is going to take place the 
rest of the day. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri to tell 

us what is going to happen for the rest 
of the evening so the members could be 
informed. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
our intent to stop now, and at about 6 
o'clock the room will be cleared and 
swept for the speech this evening. 

We will make a decision later today 
on whether we will return to this bill 
tomorrow, and what part of it will be 
considered tomorrow. 

Mr. SOLOMON. There will be nothing 
further that will take place on the 
floor as far as the House of Representa
tives is concerned? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. SOLOMON. If the majority lead
er would inform the President, we anx
iously await his appearance here. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen

tleman. 

CLOSELY SCRUTINIZE PROPOSED 
TRADE AGREEMENT WITH MEXICO 

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks, and include extraneous matter.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, we have 
all been told over and over again that 
the proposed trade agreement with 
Mexico will not cost us jobs in the 
United States. But an article on the 
front page of the New York Times' 
business section today tells us a dif
ferent story. 

The article uncovers a scheme by 
wealthy investors in New York and 
Mexico to set up a development fund by 
American companies and move them to 
Mexico where wages are cheap and 
workers are easily exploited. This is 
going to be the new LBO scheme of the 
1990's. 

Mexico is a nation that is run by a 
super elite, in a one-party system that 
has been exploiting its own workers for 
decades. Mexico 's secretary of treasury 
of the State of Yucatan, with close ties 
to Mexico's President Salinas, is one of 
the top investors in the AmeriMex 
Maquiladora fund. And the largest 
state-owned industrial bank in Mexico, 
Nafinsa, is in the driver's seat in this 
deal. 

Certain powerful interests are going 
to benefit from this agreement. But 
you can bet it is not going to be the 
glass factory worker in Toledo or the 
Mexican who toils 12 hours a day for $1 
an hour. 

This is just one more cruel reminder 
of what is really at stake in our agree
ment with Mexico, and that means the 
movement of our companies and our 
jobs south of the border. 

Mr. Speaker, for the RECORD I in
clude the article from the February 17, 
1993, New York Times. 

FUND TO MOVE COMPANIES TO MEXICO 

(By Keith Bradsher) 

WASHINGTON, Feb. 16.-In a development 
that has inflamed opposition to the North 
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American Free Trade Agreement, entre
preneurs in New York and Mexico have es
tablished an investment fund whose an
nounced purpose is to buy small American 
manufacturing companies and move them to 
Mexico to take advantage of lower wages 
there. 

The Mexican Government's largest indus
trial development bank is a " significant in
vestor'' in the venture, according to a pro
spectus distributed today by Richard A. Gep
hardt, the House Majority leader, a leading 
opponent of the trade pact. 

" Funds such as this should not be allowed 
to operate," Mr. Gephardt said in a letter to 
President Carlos Salinas de Gortari of Mex
ico. " But even more objectionable is the offi
cial participation of entities controlled by 
your Government in stealing American 
jobs." 

POWERFUL OBSTACLE 

Likely job losses to Mexico are already the 
most potent political obstacle to Congres
sional approval of the trade agreement, 
which would eliminate most barriers to 
trade and investment among Canada, Mexico 
and the United States. President Clinton has 
endorsed the agreement, pending negotiation 
of side agreements on labor, the environment 
and surges in imports as tariffs are reduced. 

A senior American trade official said this 
evening that Mickey Kantor, the United 
States trade representative, would discuss 
the fund on Wednesday morning at his first 
meeting with Jaime Serra Puche, Mexico's 
trade minister. "Any Government-subsidized 
program to steal American jobs would not be 
tolerated by this Administration," the offi
cial said. 

The Mexican Embassy had no comment on 
the prospectus last night. 

Even without the Nana, Mexicans may al
ready buy American companies in many in
dustries and legally move them to Mexico, 
while Americans can buy Mexican companies 
in some industries and move them here. 

The Mexican Government's involvement in 
the fund, known as the AmeriMex 
Maquiladora Fund L.P., is particularly awk
ward for the Clinton Administration. In his 
election campaign, President Clinton strong
ly criticized a foreign aid program that pro
vided financial incentives for American com
panies to move to Central America. 

The prospectus said the fund 's organizers 
are trying to rise $50 million they would use 
to buy 9 to 13 companies. But critics of the 
free trade pact cited the prospectus as evi
dence for their contention that many Amer
ican companies would move south if the 
trade pact is approved. 

Pat Choate, the director of the Manufac
turing Policy Project, a Washington group 
that is seeking more protection from im
ports for ailing manufacturing industries, 
said that the fund could be the first in a 
wave of cross-border financial transactions 
to rival the leveraged-buyout boom during 
the 1980's, and that " hundreds of thousands" 
of American jobs would be lost. 

The Mexican Government's involvement in 
the fund, " couldn 't possibly be a worse 
move," said Representative Charles E . Schu
mer, a Brooklyn Democrat. " I hope the 
Mexican Government is better at economics 
than they are at American politics." 

The fund " is wonderfully revealing of the 
attitudes behind the enthusiasm for the 
Nafta, " said Tom Donohue , the secretary
treasurer of the AFL-CIO, which opposes the 
pact'. 

But most academic studies have predicted 
that the pact would create more American 
jobs than it would destroy or send to Mexico 

because jobs added in Mexico would ulti
mately mean more demand for American 
goods. More than two thirds of Mexico's im
ports come from the United States. 

Lynn Martin, who was then the Labor Sec
retary, testified before the Senate Finance 
Committee in September that the pact could 
cost 150,000 America jobs, but she predicted 
that these losses would be more than offset 
by additional jobs in factories shipping extra 
goods to Mexico. 

The prospectus estimated that manufac
turing companies now paying $7 to $10 an 
hour to their workers in the United States 
can pay Mexican workers just $1.15 to $1.50 
an hour. By moving to Mexico, the compa
nies would save $10,000 to $17,000 per em
ployee each year, excluding relocation costs, 
the prospectus said. 

The fund would buy companies with annual 
sales of $10 million to $100 million, move 
them to Mexico within a year and a half, and 
then resell the company after three to eight 
years. 
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WANTED: FAIR PRESCRIPTION 
DRUG PRICES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. STARK] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, we must work on 
all fronts to confront the exploding costs of our 
Nation's health care system. Today I am intro
ducing legislation that will protect consumers 
from excessive prescription drug pricing. This 
bill, the Prescription Drug Prices Review 
Board Act of 1993, is modeled after a Cana
dian initiative that has enabled our northern 
neighbor to pay 32 percent less for prescrip
tion drug prices than we pay in the United 
States. 

FUNCTIONS OF THE REVIEW BOARD 

This bill creates the Prescription Drug Prices 
Review Board, a Presidentially-appointed 
panel of five with three primary functions: 
Track the pricing of prescription drugs for sale 
in the United States; disseminate information 
on drug pricing and prices of therapeutically 
equivalent alternatives to Federal agencies 
which buy or reimburse others for drugs pur
chased, and for drugs found to have exces
sive prices, recoup benefits provided by the 
Federal Government in the development of the 
drug or, as a last resort, contract directly with 
a manufacturer to produce and distribute the 
product so that its life-saving features may be 
made available to the public. 

Determining whether a prescription drug is 
priced excessively will be based upon four fac
tors: First, if the price of the drug increased by 
more than the rate of inflation plus 2 percent 
over the past year; second, the average price 
increases of the drug over the past 5 years; 
third, the costs of producing and marketing the 
drug; and fourth, the amount of government 
funds invested in its development. 

If a pharmaceutical company is found guilty 
of price gouging, the Board will have the au
thority to shorten the patent life of the drug 
and/or recapture tax incentives provided by 
the Federal Government in the development of 
the product. The Federal tax incentives that 
may be recouped include tax credits provided 
for research and development expenditures, 

Section 936 (of the Internal Revenue Code) 
tax credits, and benefits provided under the 
Orphan Drug Act. The Board may also exer
cise the authority provided in existing Federal 
patent law wherein the Government may con
tract directly with a manufacturer to produce 
and distribute a product that is under patent. 
Compensation for any losses to the patent 
holder would be available as provided in the 
1948 amendments to the Court of Claims Act. 
Federal agencies will receive an annual report 
on those pharmaceutical products found to be 
excessively priced. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to briefly explain 
why this legislation's time has come, as well 
as what arguments we might expect to hear in 
opposition to gaining control of the horrendous 
increases in pharmaceutical prices. 

WHY GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT IS NECESSARY AND 

SUPPORTABLE FOR PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

Like the rest of the health care sector, a 
functioning market does not exist with the phy
sician-controlled prescribing of medications. 
On top of this market shortcoming, prescribed 
pharmaceutical products are typically under 
the protectiorf of patents, further distorting the 
operation of price competition. Add to this find
ings of a University of Massachusetts and 
Harvard Medical School study that there is 
widespread ignorance by doctors about the 
cost of drugs, and you have the prescription 
for a disaster. Pharmaceutical companies cap
italize on this through a steady stream of price 
hikes. 

The results? The 20 most prescribed drugs 
for the elderly between 1985-91 increased 70 
percent in price while the CPI rose only 21 
percent. Pharmaceutical companies' profit 
margins are four times larger than the average 
Fortune 500 company. And while the entire 
Nation suffered from the recession, the phar
maceutical manufacturers' profit margins were 
unscathed. 

Product patents, tax subsidies, and research 
grants link government to the pharmaceutical 
industry and the drugs they develop. Empow
ering a government-appointed board to un
cover and rectify price gouging in the sale of 
these products will save the American people 
an estimated $60 billion in health care ex
penditures over the next decade. 

Patents, a key ingredient to pharmaceutical 
research and development, are a privilege, not 
a right. Considering the nature of the market
place, the damage that has been done to fam
ily budgets, and our national health care crisis, 
prescription drug price increases must be 
moderated. If pharmaceutical companies 
refuse to play fair, they should lose their privi
leged patent status. 

Government subsidies, like the research 
and development tax credit, have allowed gov
ernment and industry to work together creating 
life-saving and life-enhancing drugs. But the 
pricing of many of these drugs has placed 
them out of reach of many in dire medical 
need. And for those who do purchase these 
drugs, their financial health may ultimately be 
ruined. 

WHAT ARE THE ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO A 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICES REVIEW BOARD? 

The single most stated reason, which in fact 
is also the single greatest myth, as to why 
consideration of pricing should be no concern 
of government, is that the prices charged for 
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prescription medicine are required to maintain 
desired levels of research and development. 
The Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Associa
tion [PMA] claims that monitoring prices will 
eventually decrease R&D, and limit new, ther
apeutically advanced drugs. This claim is 
made despite studies which show that there is 
no direct correlation between profits and R&D 
investment. Ron Pollack, Executive Director of 
Families USA, refuted the PMA's claim saying: 

The truth is that little of the pharma
ceutical manufacturers money goes into re
search. While profits far more than doubled 
from 1985 to 1991, fewer than half of the top 
drug companies increased their research 
budgets even 10 percent. 

Meanwhile, American tax dollars support 
this industry through $11 billion of govern
ment-sponsored research, the R&D tax credit, 
and section 936 tax incentives. 

The PMA states that the tremendous profits 
of their member corporations are necessary to 
compensate for the risks in development. The 
Office of Technology Assessment disagrees. 
The OT A wrote that the financial returns of 
drug companies "were higher than was re
quired to reward investors for the time and 
risks incurred." 

The PMA's bookkeepers insist that it costs 
over $230 million to bring a new drug to the 
market. But, there is no verification that their 
record-keeping is accurate. The OTA wrote in 
a draft of a soon-to-be-released study: "Phar
maceutical companies have demonstrated a 
willingness to actively resist providing access 
to congressional agencies to this proprietary 
data." To add insult to injury, experts believe 
that of the $230 million in costs claimed, $117 
million of this is for a bogus expense of the 
profit the investor would have earned if the 
FDA drug approval process had not existed. 
Like the pricing of some of these products, 
this argument is ridiculous. 

FOR PHARMACEUTICAL MANUFACTURERS, MARKETING 
DECISIONS OUTWEIGH R&D CONCERNS 

While pharmaceutical companies whine 
about scarce resources for R&D expenditures, 
they don't mind spending extravagantly on 
marketing and promotions. The Philadelphia 
Inquirer said it best when it stated last month 
that the drug industry woos doctors. 

It begins the moment a medical student 
starts school and receives a free 
stethoscope * * * [and] doesn' t let up until 
the doctor retires. 

Pharmaceutical companies spend over $1 O 
billion a year on promotions. More than $3 bil
lion is spent on a sales force of 45,000 per
sons. A 1982 study conducted at Harvard 
Medical School concluded that doctors pre
scribing patterns were influenced by drug ad
vertising, although doctors believed their intel
ligence and ~ducation kept them immune. 

Recently, in a less than subtle shift of prior
ities, Merck & Co. selected Richard J. Mark
ham, a marketing executive, to succeed the 
retiring Chair and CEO Dr. P. Roy Vagelos, a 
reputable researcher. The New York Times re
ported that "the choice suggests that 
Merck * * * sees marketing as its toughest 
challenge in a rapidly changing world." 

To top it off, others have noted that pharma
ceutical companies are hiding marketing costs 
in those shady R&D budgets. David Jones, a 
former executive director of government rela-

tions and promotions at CEIBA-GEIGY and a 
former vice president at Abbott Laboratories, 
testified before the Senate Labor Committee in 
1990 and the Senate Aging Committee in 
1991 that large chunks of R&D budgets go to
ward marketing, promotions, and sales, and 
are knowingly mislabeled as R&D expendi
tures. 

A PRICE REVIEW BOARD CAN CONTAIN HEALTH CARE 

EXPENDITURES 

The Canadian Parliament created its Pat
ented Medicine Price Review Board in 1987. 
Through its policy of monitoring new and exist
ing drugs, it has been successful in keeping 
drug prices in check with inflation. And while 
my legislation will permit us to contain the 
abuses in drug pricing, we can also ensure 
sufficient resources are available to maintain 
the leadership of the United States in the de
velopment of pharmaceutical products. 

The U.S. pharmaceutical industry is so con
cerned about the successful efforts to mod
erate drug prices in Canada, it has worked 
with the PMA-Canada and the United States 
Trade Representative to abolish one of Can
ada's primary regulatory tools, the compulsory 
licensing program. This program allows 
generics to compete with brand name drugs 
after 1 O years of patent life. The Bush admin
istration required the Canadian government to 
extend pharmaceutical patent life to 20 years 
before agreeing to NAFTA. This will extend 
monopoly control of the prescription drug mar
ket and lessen the control of the Canadian 
price review board. The New York Times re
ported it will cost Canadians at least $400 mil
lion per year initially and up to $800 million 
annually by the late 1990's as a result of pat
ent extensions. 

The time for a prescription drug prices re
view board has come. The public is aware and 
angry. Congress is focused on limiting the 
growth of health expenditures. The major pre
scription drug manufacturers are in retreat, 
aware that they have forced many elderly 
Americans to choose between food and drugs. 
It is time for action, and this is the Congress 
that can ensure that government support pro
vided to the pharmaceutical industry is ulti
mately returned to benefit the American peo
ple. 

HOUSE SHOULD MOVE SWIFTLY 
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous 

order of the House, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, to
night President Clinton will come to 
this Chamber to begin a national de
bate on the economy and on the budg
et. He has already taken measures in 
the White House to reduce his staff, to 
begin to reduce the budget of the Fed
eral Government, and to begin to ap
proach the American people with com
plete openness and honesty about the 
future of this country. 

In his address on television the other 
night to the American people , he ex
pressed his concern that the plan will 
not receive a fair hearing because of 
the influence of special interests on 

this body. Mr. Speaker, Mr. President, 
I share that concern, and I know a lot 
of Members of this body share that 
concern as well. That is why I rise this 
afternoon to ask that this body, and 
the leadership of this body, and the 
chairmen of our committees, move as 
quickly as we can to take up the sub
ject of campaign finance reform. 

Mr. Speaker, nothing, nothing would 
tell the American people more directly 
that the decisions that we are going to 
make over the next few months, that 
the plans that we are going to approve , 
and the programs that we are going to 
adopt have been done with only their 
best interests in mind, than if we were 
to quickly, forcefully, and dramati
cally adopt a campaign finance reform 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, that bill must have as 
part of its measures at least two provi
sions: It must place a limit on the 
amount of money that can be spent in 
congressional campaigns. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know that the 
spending has gotten out of hand. We 
understand that when millions of dol
lars are spent on campaigns to elect 
Members to this body, that the money 
must come from somewhere, and where 
that money comes from calls into ques
tion the ultimate integrity of this 
body. 

Mr. Speaker, second, we must do 
something to reduce the amount of 
money we spend on campaigns. The 
fact of the matter is that in this day 
and age, the way we communicate with 
our constituents is through television 
and the radio. 

Mr. Speaker, you know that those 
media are public licenses granted to 
private corporations, and I believe it is 
time that as a condition of the public 
license, we ask those private entities 
who are profiting from the public air
waves to help us solve the problem of 
campaign finance reform by permitting 
us to have time to address our con
stituents directly. 

If we do that, Mr. Speaker, and the 
American people, we will not need as 
much money to run our campaigns and 
we will not need to put ourselves into 
the process of campaign fundraising 
that we have done before. We will begin 
to send a message to the American peo
ple that we are going to be making 
these decisions in an open and honest 
way. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. COPPERSMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I thank the gen
tleman from Ohio for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to join my col
league from Ohio, Mr. FINGERHUT, in 
favor of campaign finance reform. I 
wish to add as a personal note, maybe 
engage in a colloquy with Mr. 
FINGERHUT: I think, from my personal 
experience, I ran against an incumbent, 
his prescription, Mr. FINGERHUT's pre
scription, is entirely right. I ran 
against an incumbent who spent more 
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on the frank in that cycle, more on 
postage out of his congressional office, 
than I could hope to raise in my entire 
campaign. I think that the prescription 
is some form of limiting spending, to 
allow real political competition in all 
districts to take place, that that is ab
solutely necessary. We need to see 
some form of campaign finance reform. 
It must be real, it must allow for real 
competition, and it must somehow end 
the cycle where challengers, people 
with new ideas and new approaches, 
start from so far behind the starting 
gate. 

I know my colleague was in a similar 
situation. This is not his first race for 
public office, but it was his first race 
for the Congress. He was running in an 
open seat. I know the difficulties he 
faced. We need some way to make the 
system fair, so that some people can 
compete on the basis of ideas rather 
than simply on the basis of how much 
money they can raise. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. I thank the gen
tleman from Arizona for his comments. 
I know he has campaigned for Congress 
in an area that is not predominantly of 
his own party. He was successful be
cause of his ability to concentrate on 
ideas. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MINGE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. COLLINS] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak
er, I am today introducing legislation 
to enhance the integrity of airline op
erations. The bill proposes to establish 
important criteria to ensure that any
one who operates an airline ·is finan
cially fit to do so. It would minimize 
the possibility of financial failure, with 
its devastating consequences. History 
has shown that unscrupulous indi vi d
uals can establish or acquire an airline 
and use it for their own ends, to the ul
timate detriment of the customers, the 
employees, and their families. We must 
do everything possible to guard against 
this type of airline ownership. 

Currently, the Department of Trans
portation must provide certification of 
financial fitness for airline operations. 
The bill that I am introducing raises 
the presumption that any person who 
has been in control of an airline or air
lines placed in bankruptcy more than 
once is not financially fit to acquire 
yet another carrier, and cannot be cer
tified to do so by the Department. Fi
nancial fitness today is determined on 
the basis of case history, rather than 
statutory instruction. Case history, of 
course, can be fluid. But it is the case 
history of Eastern and Continental Air
lines that is the underlying motivation 
of this legislation. 

There are many former Eastern Air
line employees in the Third Congres
sional District of Georgia who are still 
suffering from the financial antics of 
the management of not only Eastern 

Airlines, but Continental Airlines as 
well. These airlines, their customers, 
and hard working employees were vic
timized by inept management: They 
were systematically stripped of their 
assets, millions of dollars were lost by 
investors and thousands upon thou
sands of hardworking employees were 
left without jobs. 

One such family I recently spoke 
with is typical of those impacted by 
the demise of Eastern. They told me 
that even though Eastern went out of 
business years ago, they still drove 
their same old car, still wore their 
same old clothes, and had virtually 
nothing but the barest necessities. This 
hard-working employee who had once 
believed in and worked with pride for 
the company, had to resort to bank
ruptcy in order to hold the family to
gether. The plight of families such as 
this is of great concern to me, because 
there are hundreds and hundreds of 
families that feel the same effect of 
mismanagement on this scale, families 
that are torn apart by the bitterness 
and greed of a very few. These families 
do not want Government handouts, 
they want to work. But for many there 
is still no work. 

In the case of Texas Air Corp., the 
management headed by Frank Lorenzo 
is responsible for these abhorrent acts. 
He broke the backs of Eastern and Con
tinental and then sold off pieces to the 
highest bidder. He called upon the em
ployees to believe in him and trust his 
ability to help the ailing carriers and 
then callously turned his back on them 
to make a huge fortune at the employ
ees' expense. The damage to these peo
ple has been done, but it is our respon
sibility not to let this happen again. 
That is the purpose of this legislation. 

In October 1989, the House of Rep
resentatives passed, by a large margin, 
an amendment offered by former Rep
resentative Bosco of California which 
is similar to the bill I offer today. The 
initiative was lost when the other body 
failed to take up the bill to which this 
amendment was attached. Because of 
the keen interest in the current state 
of the airline industry and its impact 
on airline employees, I urge my col
leagues to provide swift consideration 
to this measure. I hope you will join 
me in barring repeat offenders who 
bring misfortune upon others for their 
own personal profit. My constitui:mts 
have suffered and have suffered deeply, 
and I urge you to take preventive steps 
and protect all Americans so they will 
not have to share their plight. 

D 1700 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
vacate my preapproved 60-minute spe
cial order and ask for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MINGE). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the same request. I ask unanimous con
sent to vacate my request for a 1-hour 
special order and instead request 5 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I make the same request. I ask 
unanimous consent to vacate my 60-
minute special order and take instead 5 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

THE CLINTON TAX STRATEGY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
White House wants us to believe that 
they can balance the budget by raising 
taxes on working Americans, as if our 
hard-working fellow citizens, and not 
bloated Government, were the problem. 

Well, I hold in my hand evidence that 
Clinton's plans to sock it to the Amer
ican people will come to naught and 
that his revenue estimates will simply 
not pan out. 

Here is a Forbes magazine story on 
"Tax Strategies for Clintonomics, Your 
Smart Tax Moves Now." 

Here are a couple of Money magazine 
articles: "How President Clinton Will 
Change Your Taxes" and another one 
advising how to "Stop Paying 40 Per
cent of Your Income in Taxes." 

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, I have thor
oughly surveyed the financial press and 
have yet to come across a single article 
detailing just how we Americans can 
make it easier for the Government to 
confiscate more of our money. 

Are these Americans unpatriotic, Mr. 
Speaker, because they believe that 
they have more of a claim on the fruits 
of their labor than their fat Govern
ment does? Are they "unpatriotic" to 
believe that they know far better the 
types of investments that will benefit 
them, their families, and their chil
dren? 

By raising taxes to confiscatory lev
els, the President will simply drive 
more and more Americans into the un
derground economy, where they will 
stay until its safe to come out. I won
der how many IRS 1040 tax returns, 



February 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2921 
joint or single households; that we will 
see next year with $249,000 in the tax
able income bottom line? I wonder 
what new and imaginative ways law
yers and accountants will come up 
with to shelter income? And I want to 
return to that word "shelter" before I 
close. 

I also wonder how much effort will be 
put into trying to beat the system in
stead of being productive? 

A final note. I noticed that on tele
vision Monday night Mr. Clinton said 
his plan was "nothing less than a call 
to arms." Given the President's re
sponse when his country tried three 
times to call him to arms in 1969 and 
1970, I would advise him to lay off the 
martial metaphors. Otherwise, we 
could see boatloads of taxpayers head
ing off to Oxford to take an academic 
sabbatical for 3 years and 8 months, 
rather than work hard under confis
catory tax policies. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
articles referred to in my statement, as 
follows: 

TAX STRATEGIES FOR CLINTONOMICS 

(By Laura Saunders) 
Income taxes will be going up under Presi

dent-elect Clinton and the new Congress: 
That's a foregone conclusion. The hows and 
the whens are still unclear. However, there 
are things you can do right now to minimize 
the blow to your wealth and income. 

Decisions you make now, before year-end, 
could save you thousands of dollars. Still 
more will be at stake over the next several 
years as you make critical and sometimes ir
revocable choices relating to deferred-pay, 
stock options, gifts to family members, mu
nicipal bonds, mortgage refinancings, thrift
plan investment options and charitable con
tributions. 

None but Clinton's most believing support
ers take seriously his promise to limit tax 
hikes to the " rich"-defined as those making 
over $200,000. People in this category will be 
hit, but so will others further down the scale. 
That's because there aren't enough upper-in
come taxpayers to provide the revenue need
ed to cut the deficit or fund big, popular pro
grams, like universal health insurance 
(Forbes, Oct. 26). 

Ironically, political cover on this front 
could come from Ross Perot. 

On the Today Show the morning after the 
election, congressional leaders George 
Mitchell and Robert Dole praised Perot's 
commitment to deficit-cutting. Both the 
Democrat and the Republican agreed that 
his plan had struck a chord with voters. 
Translation: Thank goodness Ross Perot has 
put on the table all those things-such as 
taxing more Social Security or employer 
provided health insurance, or cutting mort
gage interest deductions-that have been un
touchable. 

But Clinton can raise taxes on those earn
ing less than $200,000 even without seeming 
to go back on solemn campaign promises. He 
has promised, for example, to raise the 
dreaded and complex alternative minimum 
tax in tandem with the top marginal rate. 
It's a good bet that this increase would apply 
to all taxpayers, not just those making more 
than $200,000. 

Here are the basics of the Clinton tax plan: 
a new 36% bracket starting at $200,000 and a 
10% surtax starting at $1 million; an increase 

in the alternative minimum tax rate from 
24% to perhaps 27%; a 50% exclusion of the 
capital gain from investments in new small 
businesses; and cuts in taxes for low-income 
working people. 

But these sketchy plans understate the re
ality of rate increases. Coupled with various 
tax-magnifying quirks already in the code, 
they will put a lot more upper-income people 
in 40%-plus federal tax brackets. Throw in 
state and city income taxes, and many 
Forbes readers could find themselves split
ting the incremental income dollar 50-50 
with the tax collectors. 

Other proposals floating around Capitol 
Hill, not explicitly endorsed by Clinton, in
clude: a drastic reduction in the $600,000 giftJ 
estate tax exclusion; limits on the present 
$10,000 per year per donee gift tax exclusion; 
and an end to the capital gains step-up at 
death. 

It's impossible to say which of these pro
posals will be enacted, or in which year: 
Politicians don 't like to talk about plans for 
future tax increases, and legislation is writ
ten in the heat of the moment. But some 
patterns are clear. Often legislators start 
with a small assault on some form of income 
or tax benefit, wait for the squawking to die 
down, and then tighten the screws again 
until taxpayers' screams become too loud. 
Thus, the alternative minimum tax started 
out as a special tax to close up some "loop
holes" like oil depletion, but has since been 
expanded so that the deduction for state and 
local income taxes now counts as a loophole. 

In just this way, it's a good bet that the 
deduction for interest on various types of 
mortgages will be trimmed at some point. 
After all , existing law limits some mortgage 
interest deductions for taxpayers affected by 
the alternative minimum tax; expanding 
these limits is a real possibility. 

What will escape? The only fairly safe bet 
is municipal bonds, Clinton being a former 
governor with close ties to the labor unions 
that benefit from state and local spending. 
But even the much-repeated advice to buy 
munis is an oversimplification. Did you 
know that the Clinton tax increases will 
make it still harder to come out ahead by 
buying a mutual fund specializing in bonds 
from your home state? Read the article on 
page 146 for details. 

Here 's one certainty: The numbing com
plexity of the code will only get worse. Ex
pect more phase-ins, phase-outs, ceilings , 
floors and the like, all of which will make 
tax planning at once more imperative and 
harder to do. The 3% disallowance of item
ized deductions, for example, could easily be 
raised to 5%, effectively increasing marginal 
tax rates for itemizers. Note that this is 
really not a limitation on deductions; it's 
just a convoluted way of raising marginal 
rates while keeping published ones low. 

This also is clear: Act quickly to protect 
yourself. " People don' t have as much time as 
they think they do, " warns David Berenson, 
an expert with Ernst & Young in Washing
ton. Clinton may try to act in the first 100 
days. It is highly likely rate increases en
acted next year will be retroactive to Jan. 1. 

Other types of changes are often made ef
fective the day a congressional committee 
first votes on them. Occasionally this is 
pushed forward to the date a bill is enacted, 
but don 't count on a grace period. Grand
father rules exist at the whim of Congress. 

Here are 16 tips to help you sort things out. 
If some of them seem complex and con
voluted, that's because politicians love com
plexity; it confuses the public, making them 
unaware how hard they are being hit. 

ACCELERATE INCOME-BUT ONLY UP TO A POINT 

Conventional wisdom says that when tax 
rates are going up, you should accelerate in
come and defer deductions. That's why many 
executives are asking for year-end bonuses in 
December rather than January. With inter
est rates low, paying taxes sooner doesn't 
hurt so much. 

But there's a potential trap here. If you 
shrink next year's income too much or boost 
next year's deductions too much, you could 
get caught by the alternative minimum tax. 
Why is that bad, if ATM rates are only 24% 
and ordinary rates much higher? Because the 
ATM is akin to a flat tax, in which a lot of 
big deductions are wiped out. 

Moral: Plan multiple tax years before shuf
fling income and deductions. Also factor in 
what you would earn by deferring the income 
and thus the taxes on it. Says Arthur Ander
sen expert David Bohl in Milwaukee, "Most 
people are accelerating what they can't defer 
at least four years. " 

Executives who run firms should also con
sider the real chance that Congress wili dis
allow deductions for compensation over $1 
million. 

BEWARE THE MINIMUM TAX 

The most important thing to understand 
about the ATM is that it applies only when 
it delivers more money to the Internal Reve
nue Service than the regular tax does. So, if 
you pay the ATM, you are missing a deduc
tion or benefit that might be yours with 
proper planning. 

Some of the items on your tax return that 
can kick you into ATM territory; charitable 
donations of appreciated property like stock; 
incentive stock options handed out by your 
employer, deductions for state and local in
come and property taxes. See the box on 
page 145 for details. 

KNOW YOUR TAX BRACKET 

And don't think you can figure it out sim
ply by looking at an IRS schedule. The tax 
code deliberately conceals the full extent of 
high rates. 

Note that we are talking about a tax 
bracket, or marginal tax rate. This is the 
percentage of tax you give up out of each ad
ditional dollar of income. If you pay $50,000 
in tax on an income of $200,000, your average 
rate is only 25%. But if collecting a $10,000 
bonus costs you an additional $3,000 in tax, 
then your marginal rate is 30%. 

It's the marginal rate that matters in tax 
strategy, because most of your· income is 
given. But if you are pondering whether to 
take a bonus this year or next, or whether to 
invest some spare cash in munis or taxable 
bonds, or whether to cash in a stock option 
now, you are dealing with tax rates at the 
margin. 

How high will marginal rates go? Take the 
advertised 36% bracket starting at $200,000. 
Now allow for the fact that personal exemp
tions will be phased out starting at about 
$163,000 for married couples. This can add 
more than 2 percentage points for a family of 
four. Tack on another percentage point for 
the deduction limitation, which kicks in at 
about $108,000 next year. People who claim 
" miscellaneous" deductions take a further 
hit. And don 't forget the 1.45% Medicare tax 
on salaries up to about $134,000. 

Bottom line: Top marginal federal rates 
could easily approach 40% . 

DON ' T COUNT ON BIG MORTGAGE INTEREST 
DEDUCTIONS 

Currently you can deduct interest on mort
gages of up to $1 million. This ceiling could 
drop to $500,000 or lower. Or Congress could 
go after equity loans and mortgages on sec-



2922 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 17, 1993 
and homes. After all, it has already tipped 
its hand here, having eliminated the interest 
deduction for AMT taxpayers whose second 
home is a fancy boat. Those who pay alter
nate tax can also be denied some deductions 
when they refinance a mortgage. 

You may want to wait to buy, to see how 
tax changes affect house prices. But if you 
are buying anyway, close before the end of 
the year or as early as possible next year, 
since there is a chance that new limits would 
grandfather outstanding mortgages. 

WITH REGARD TO STATE AND LOCAL TAXES, 
THINK ABOUT TIMING 

In the days before the current minimum 
tax, it often made sense to prepay property 
or state income taxes in December, to speed 
up the federal deduction for local taxes. But 
this strategy backfires if you will be subject 
to the AMT this year but not next year. In 
that case accelerating payments cause you 
to lose deductions permanently. 

New York CPA Stuart Becker always ad
vises clients subject to the alternate tax to 
postpone payments into a year when they ex
pect to be AMT-free. They may come out 
ahead even if they end up paying a late pen
alty to the local tax collector. "Paying the 
penalty and getting the deduction can be 
cheaper than losing the deduction entirely," 
Becker says. 

TIME YOUR INVESTMENT GAINS AND LOSSES 

There's a good chance Clinton and the new 
Congress won't directly raise long-term cap
ital gain taxes, but don't let this give you a 
false sense of security. What Congress gives 
with one hand, it can take away with the 
other. 

Thus any capital gains exclusion-say for 
new small businesses-that lawmakers enact 
could also be included in calculating AMT 
income. This is how capital gains were taxed 
before 1987. Says Ernst & Young's David 
Berenson, "More than any other provision, it 
knocked unsuspecting taxpayers into the 
AMT." Even if the overall gains rate remains 
28%, gains could be included in the AMT at 
effective rates higher than that. 

What about short-term capital gains and 
losses? If you tend to have far more short
term gains in your portfolio than losses, it 
may make sense to postpone taking losses 
until next year, in order to maximize your 
income this year. 

But if you are comparatively rich in unre
alized losses, a reverse strategy may be bet
ter. Capital losses taken this year can absorb 
any amount of gains plus up to $3,000 of ordi
nary income (like salary). Net losses beyond 
the S3,000 limit can be carried forward but 
not back. 

HOLD OFF MAKING CHARITABLE GIFTS OF 
APPRECIATED PROPERTY 

Ordinarily you escape paying regular tax 
on the appreciated portion of a donation, but 
you must include it when figuring the mini
mum tax. That could change, however, if a 
provision in a bill that Bush vetoed this year 
passes again next year. So if you have stock 
worth SlOO that you brought at S20, and are 
planning to give it to your college, hold off 
for now. 

If enacted, the provision would solve an
other problem. A law exempting donations of 
tangible personal property from the AMT ex
pired June 30. It was much used by museum 
donors, and will probably be extended in any 
event. 

CONSIDER EXERCISING " NONQUALIFIED" 
OPTIONS 

These are corporate stock options that do 
not meet certain criteria for favorable treat-

ment, and create highly taxable ordinary in
come upon exercise. This income is equal to 
the difference between the exercise price and 
the vaiue of the stock at the time. However, 
any further gains are capital gains. 

An example: Say you are holding options 
granted at $50. If you exercise them now, 
when the stock price is $60, then you pay tax 
at ordinary income rates on the SlO-per-share 
gain. If the price rises to $100 and you sell 
more than a year after exercise, you will 
have a $40 capital gain taxed at lower rates. 

Why would you exercise an option now, 
rather than wait until nearer its expiration 
date? Because you expect the stock to rise a 
lot more and want to be taxed at capital 
gains rates in the future. If you wait to exer
cise until the stock is at $100, you will have 
a S50 gain taxable as ordinary income, prob
ably at high Clinton rates. 

DON'T EXERCISE "INCENTIVE STOCK OPTIONS" 
TOO QUICKLY 

Unlike the nonqualified variety, the "in
centive" type creates income subject to the 
minimum tax. When you exercise, the dif
ference between the strike price and the 
value on the date of exercise becomes AMT 
income. 

Many incentive options were granted be
fore 1986 and run for ten years, so holders 
have only a few years left to use them. The 
trick is to exercise your options in a way 
that doesn't trigger the AMT. That means 
not exercising too many in one year, or any 
at all in a year when other tax items put you 
into AMT territory. Assuming you avoid the 
AMT, then the options are a nice perk, for 
none of your paper profits are immediately 
taxable. Instead, you pay capital gain tax 
when you sell the stock, which can be many 
years later. 

What if you have so many options you 
can't avoid triggering the alternate tax? One 
possibility is to pay the AMT and hope that 
you get some of it back in a later year in the 
form of an AMT credit against regular taxes. 

The other strategy is to exercise and sell 
the stock the same year. You pay tax at or
dinary rates on the entire profit but create 
no AMT income. If you go this route, do it 
this year, when ordinary income tax rates 
are low. Grant Thornton's Dean Jorgensen 
adds this advice: Tell your firm what you are 
doing, because it will get a tax deduction 
that it wouldn't get otherwise. Some firms, 
he says, will even share the savings with 
you. 

DON'T BUY TAX-DEFERRED ANNUITIES 

These are insurance-flavored mutual funds 
that promise tax-sheltered compounding to 
savers who can afford to put money away 
until they are 591h. Congress may take this 
deferral away, while perhaps grandfathering 
outstanding annuities. 

But even for investments made now, the 
advantage to deferring taxes is largely un
done by the steep fees and commissions built 
into most of them. Thus, they are an iffy 
proposition. 

DON'T RUSH TO SELL TAX SHELTERS AT 
DESPERATION PRICES 

These old dogs are causing pain because 
you can no longer deduct "passive losses" , 
against other income. But if you sell in a 
hurry, you may be stuck with a surprise bill 
for "recapture" taxes. 

Moreover, a rescue may-repeat, may-be 
at hand, depending on your livelihood and 
your spouse's. A partial relief from the pas
sive-loss rules has enormous support in Con
gress and is likely to resurface next year. 
The real estate lobby-which writes lots of 
fat checks for congressional campaigns
wants this badly. 

It would allow certain real estate profes
sionals to deduct passive losses on rental 
property against other income. And who is a 
professional? The definition is complex, but 
it could apply to someone who spends as lit
tle as 100 hours a year on real estate. So if 
you have lots of passive losses and the provi
sion passes, it may make sense for you or 
your spouse to dabble in real estate. 

IF YOU HA VE LOTS OF MONEY IN RETIREMENT 
PLANS, THINK ABOUT A WITHDRAWAL 

This is most likely to make sense for 
someone who is nearing retirement age any
way, and has several million dollars in IRAs, 
Keoghs and corporate thrift plans. 

Your decision depends on many com
plicated factors, including your age and 
health, whether you made a certain grand
father election in 1986, your expected payout 
from traditional pension plans, and your in
vestment plans. " Don't take money out of 
company plans earning 10%, pay tax, and 
then park it in CDs earning 4%, which I have 
seen people do," says Arthur Andersen ex
pert Bohl. 

Why might it make sense to take out 
money and pay tax now? Because the pension 
rules put the affluent thrifty between a rock 
and a hard place. The rock is the mandatory 
withdrawals from retirement plans begin
ning at age 701h. The hard place is that if the 
amount you take out of all retirement plans 
tops about $150,000 (per year, indexed for in
flation). you owe a 15% penalty tax on top of 
ordinary taxes. The surtax also applies to 
lump sums more than $750,000, and can even 
hit your estate. So, a 62-year-old might do 
well to withdraw $140,000 before year-end. 
Better to get the money out before rates go 
up. 

If, however, you are looking for shelter and 
have self-employment income, check out a 
defined-benefit Keogh. According to Arthur 
Andersen actuary Howard Freidin, a 55-year
old with $200,000 of self-employment income 
could shelter nearly $90,000 with a defined
benefit Keogh, versus only $30,000 with a de
fined-contribution Keogh. But the plan must 
be in place by year-end. 
DON'T ASSUME THAT THE ESTATE STEP-UP WILL 

LAST 

Say you own a $1 million building you 
bought 20 years ago for $100,000. If you die to
morrow, your estate doesn't owe capital 
gains tax on the $900,000 paper profit, al
though it does owe estate taxes on the full Sl 
million. If your heirs inherit the building, 
their basis is Sl million, too. This peculiarity 
of the tax code has kept many older tax
payers stuck with assets they don't want. 

Chances are Congress won't tackle this 
loophole for a while. For one thing, it could 
create tremendous record-keeping problems. 
But it could be repealed before the decade is 
out. A first pass might discontinue the step
up-at-death for property that goes to a 
spouse; other heirs would be targeted later. 

Conclusion: If you are healthy, don't hang 
on to poor investments with past apprecia
tion in them for estate tax reasons. Pay the 
tax now and invest in something better. 
IF YOU ARE THINKING ABOUT ESTATE PLANNING, 

USE UP YOUR $600,000 EXCLUSION 

Preferably before year-end. Current law al
lows each taxpayer to give away during life 
or leave at death a total of $600,000 of assets 
tax-free. Could this exclusion be lowered to 
$200,000, as one bill has proposed? We'd bet 
even odds. But it's still a good idea to use up 
your lifetime exemption if you have wealth 
well beyond retirement needs. 

That's because assets not given away now 
will appreciate in your name and be taxed in 
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your estate at marginal rates up to 60%. Re
member that, using tools such as remainder 
trusts and family partnerships, you can 
transfer property worth more than $600,000 
that has a value, for tax purposes, of only 
that amount. 

If you are one of the very few taxpayers in
clined to make taxable gifts beyond the 
$600,000 exemption, make them soon. A cur
rent peculiarity of the law means that mak
ing a cash gift is far less expensive than leav
ing the same amount in your estate. Con-, 
gress may level this disparity by raising gift 
tax rates. 

USE THAT $10,000 GIFT FREEBIE 

Current law says you might give anyone 
else $10,000 per year free of tax, without the 
gift counting against the one-time $600,000 
exclusion. Married couples can give away 
$20,000 to each beneficiary, tax-free. So a 
couple with three married children and eight 
grandchildren can easily remove $280,000 
from their combined estates every year, tax
free. 

Some sort of crackdown is a good bet. One 
congressional proposal would put a yearly 
limit of $30,000 on these gifts. They could 
also be limited to lineal descendants. 

If you are inclined to make these gifts, re
member that they can be made into trusts if 
you are worried about spendthrift relatives. 
And note the benefits of a case called 
Cristofani v. Commissioner. In effect it al
lows you to make many $10,000 gifts to a 
trust that will go to a very few beneficiaries. 
Congress is guaranteed to overturn this, so 
use it before you lose it. 

WHATEVER YOUR TACK, DON'T PANIC 

Don't do something dumb just for tax rea
sons. Don't, for example, give away all your 
assets to your children, buy a tax shelter or 
renounce your citizenship. "After elections 
people always call me to say they want to 
leave the country," says New York CPA Stu
art Kessler of Goldstein Golub Kessler. "I 
tell them taxes are low in Antarctica, but be 
sure to take an overcoat." 

ALTERNATIVE MAXIMUM TORTURE 

Mention the alternative minimum tax, and 
even experts with years of experience roll 
their eyes. "It is counterintuitive," says 
Kenneth Anderson, a partner with Arthur 
Andersen. "You can't just look at a return 
and have any sense of how the AMT will 
come out." 

But more than ever you need to be aware 
of this trap, for two reasons. The first is that 
Clinton has promised to raise the AMT rate 
along with regular tax rates. That means it 
could go to 27 percent from its current 24 
percent level. 

Legislators are likely to broaden the AMT. 
They could, for example, add into the AMT 
an adjustment that undoes the benefit of re
duced rates on capital gains. Or they could 
tighten the existing restrictions on deduct
ing mortgage interest in figuring AMT in
come. 

"As it is, lots of people just miss paying 
the alternative tax," says Anderson. "In the 
future, they probably will get caught." 

The second reason for awareness is that 
the AMT is crucial in determining what you 
do now, before the new Administration 
comes in. That's because the very moves 
that make sense if you are paying regular 
tax can be disastrous if you owe AMT. 

Here, roughly, is how the minimum tax 
now works. You take the adjusted gross in
come from your regular return, then add 
back various items that would be deferred or 
excluded in the regular tax. From this broad-

er base you are permitted to subtract an ex
tremely niggardly range of deductions, plus 
$40,000 (for joint returns). However, the 
$40,000 freebie phases out, beginning at AMT 
income above $150,000. Result: The AMT rate 
of 24% can cost you more than regular taxes 
imposed at higher rates. You calculate both 
the regular tax and the AMT, and pay the 
higher. 

As you plan, remember that the base
broadeners fall into two categories, with a 
crucial distinction between them. 

The first includes deductions that you lose 
entirely or income that is fully taxed if you 
are subject to the AMT. Here are some: state 
and local income and property taxes, most 
miscellaneous deductions; the appreciation 
in intangible charitable gifts such as stock; 
some medical deductions; some home mort
gage interest; and tax-exempt interest from 
"private purpose" municipal bonds. 

The second category consists of "timing 
differences" that trigger the AMT but also 
generate a credit usable in the next year you 
pay regular taxes. It includes the apprecia
tion in incentive stock options and certain 
types of accelerated depreciation. 

When you're planning, worry a lot about 
the permanent differences like state taxes. 
Unless you will be stuck in AMT-land for 
years on end, don't worry too much about 
the timing differences. 

[From Money Magazine, Dec. 1992] 

How PRESIDENT CLINTON WILL CHANGE YOUR 
TAXES 

(By Teresa Tritch) 
Just as soon as he takes office on Jan. 20. 

President-elect Bill Clinton promises to 
launch an F .D.R.-style First Hundred Days, 
marked by a blaze of legislation that will 
leave no doubt that the Republican era of 
cut-your-tax tactics has ended with avenge
ance. Clinton's four-year plan calls for some 
S220 billion in spending, including $80 billion 
for public works and $60 billion for job train
ing and education. Moreover, as he repeat
edly declared during the campaign, he in
tends to slash the deficit-estimated at $327 
billion this fiscal year-in half by 1996. 

To pay for all this, Clinton has pledged $140 
billion in spending cuts, primarily aimed at 
defense and the federal bureaucracy, as well 
as $150 billion in tax hikes, mostly on the 
rich ($90 billion) and U.S. and foreign cor
porations ($60 billion). But-the big, big 
BUT-both conservative and liberal analysts 
say that at least half of his spending cuts are 
sham wishes and cavalier dreams, to para
phrase Robin Leach. For example, the $45 
billion Clinton expects to squeeze from for
eign corporations may crunch down to a 
mere $1 billion, according to calculations by 
Congress' Joint Tax Committee. Moreover, 
all that analysts know for sure about Clin
ton's plan for universal health coverage is 
that the spending involved could dwarf most 
of his other programs. The glaring gap be
tween the taxes coming in and the money 
going out will have to be filled by someone, 
and guess who'll get hit? Yes, despite Clin
ton's avowed intentions to tap only the 1 % of 
all taxpayers making $150,000 or more, you're 
a likely target if you 're married and earn 
$80,000 or more, or single and make above 
$50,000. 

This conclusion is drawn from an extensive 
analysis of Clinton's economic plan and 
interviews with 25 economists, tax experts, 
policy analysis and congressional staffers. 
Our judgment rests on two assumptions. 

First, Clinton is serious about both his 
spending and deficit-shrinking plans. In the 
campaign's closing weeks, he promised to 

"cut other government spending or slow 
down the phasein of the programs" if the 
money he expects does not materialize. But 
he never said he would back off his agenda 
entirely. And second, he will keep his pledge 
not to raise taxes on the middle class. How
ever, he left himself wiggle room by never 
defining "middle class." The closest he came 
to it was in his proposal for a "middle-class 
tax cut." Even then he said only that the cut 
would apply to couples with less than $80,000 
in adjusted gross income (AGI). Between 
that income level and the thresholds for his 
tax-the-rich hikes ($200,000 for couples and 
$150,000 for singles) grazes the cash cow that 
could be milked to feed his ambitions: the 
upper middle class. 

To keep from crippling the crawling econ
omy, the Clinton tax measures will probably 
take effect in stages. For openers, the new 
President will undoubtedly make good on his 
campaign pledge to slap a 10% surcharge on 
people making $1 million a year in addition 
to hiking the top federal income tax rate 
from 31 % to 36% on couples with adjusted 
gross income above $200,000 and individuals 
making more than $150,000. In all, however, 
fewer than a million taxpayers out of 114 
million earn enough to be affected. Then, 
once the risk of renewed recession recedes, 
experts say Clinton will be compelled to ex
tend his tax increases well below those cut
offs. Among his probable means: a rate hike; 
tightening deductions; and extending taxes 
on Social Security benefits. Capital gains on 
assets held at least one year will c0ntinue to 
be taxed at 28% . 

At the same time, taxpayers making as 
much as $80,000 who fit Clinton's definition 
of middle class will have a long wait for the 
tax cuts he promised: $300 per child or $200 
for childless couples and $150 for singles. 
That's because those breaks would cost 
about $60 billion over four years. "There's a 
good chance he'll say he simply can't afford 
a tax cut now but will look into it later," 
says Lawrence Chimerine, a senior economic 
counselor at DRl/McGraw-Hill in Lexington, 
Mass. 

Barring an economic miracle or an unex
pected retreat, the Clinton Presidency will 
bring a range of specific tax changes. The 
most important ones are outlined below, 
along with advice from tax pros on what you 
can do now to ease the coming bite. 

ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX 

As the second leg of his tax-the-rich plan, 
Clinton promised to boost the AMT rate 
from 24% to 26% or 27%. Watch out! "The 
AMT is a real sleeper," says David Berenson, 
national director of tax policy at Ernst & 
Young in Was:O.ington, D.C. "It could catch a 
lot of taxpayers who make well under 
$200,000." Congress enacted this whammy in 
1979 to force people who were taking big 
write-offs to pay at least some tax. Since 
then, however, Congress has twice craftily 
raised the AMT while dropping the top regu
lar rate. Reason: In general, as the spread 
narrows between your normal top rate and 
the AMT rate, you're more likely to be 
snared by the AMT-for example, if you exer
cise hefty incentive stock options or if you 
take disproportionately large write-offs for 
state and local taxes or for home-equity-loan 
interest. 

What to do. When the AMT rate goes up, 
consult a tax adviser before you make any 
major financial moves that might trigger the 
tax. He or she may be able to suggest steps 
to eliminate the danger. 

DEDUCTIONS 

Taxpayers with income in even the low six 
figures will continue to lose some of their de-
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ductions. Currently, the total of most of 
your itemized write-offs is reduced by $30 for 
every Sl,000 of AGI above $105,250; similarly, 
your exemptions-$2,300 each for yourself, 
your spouse and any dependents in 1992-
begin to phase out as AGis exceed $157,900 if 
married, $105,250 if single. Those provisions, 
scheduled to expire in 1996 and 1997, respec
tively, seem likely to be extended perma
nently and perhaps even augmented. 

If you earn less than $100,000 your deduc
tions look safe-unless the deficit balloons 
further and Clinton feels forced to react. In 
that case, tax experts think his likeliest tar
get would be your deduction for home mort
gage interest. Together with Congress, he 
would consider these three main options: Re
duce the Sl million cap on mortgages for 
which interest is deductible; eliminate the 
interest deduction for mortgages on second 
homes; or lower the $100,000 cap on home-eq
ui ty debt for which interest is deductible. 

What to do. Before you borrow, make sure 
you could afford your new mortgage or 
home-equity-loan payments if the interest 
weren' t fully deductible. Also, preserve your 
deductions by keeping your AGI as low as 
possible. For example, contribute the maxi
mum to tax-favored plans at work, such as 
401(k) retirement accounts. 

RETIREMENT PLANS 

Chances are excellent that Individual Re
tirement Accounts will be liberalized next 
year at the urging of Texas' Lloyd Bentsen, 
one of the Senate's most powerful Demo
crats. Bentsen got Congress to include IRA
enhancing measures in the tax bill that 
President Bush was expected to veto in early 
November. President Clinton will be inclined 
to grant Bentsen his wish, in return for sup
port of his own tax proposals. 

The most likely 1993-94 IRA reforms would 
spur spending to help the economy without 
bloating the deficit immediately. They in
clude allowing penalty-free withdrawals for 
new-home purchases, college costs, major 
medical bills and expenses while you're un
employed. You'll probably also be offered a 
so-called back-end IRA. With these accounts, 
your contributions won't be deductible, but 
you can withdraw the earnings tax-free after 
only five years. 

However, you 'll probably have to wait 
until 1995 or '96 for the heart of Bentsen's 
plan to become law: a fully deductible IRA 
for couples with AGis as high as $100,000 and 
singles making as much as $75,000. 

What to do . Lobby your represent atives 
now for the liberalized IRA. " Members of 
Congress who have supported previous IRA 
legislation will be inclined to do so again if 
they're aware of the enormous popular sup
port," says Lynn Dudley, director of retire
ment policy at the Association of Private 
Welfare and Pension Plans in Washington, 
D.C. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE 

Like any politician, Clinton will approach 
these so-called entitlements very carefully. 
Nonetheless, he 'll probably press early for 
his plan to require retirees who make more 
than $125,000 to pay higher premiums for cov
erage of doctors' bills under Medicare: under 
current law the government will pay $109.80 
of the monthly premium in 1993, and a re
tiree will pay $36.60 regardless of income. 

In addition, during the last debate Clinton 
seemed inclined to raise taxes on well-off So
cial Security recipients too. " Should people 
pay more for Medicare if they can?" he asked 
rhetorically. His answer: "Yes. Should they 
pay more for Social Security if they get 
more out of it than they paid in . .. [and] 

they're upper-income people? Yes. " Cur
rently, up to 50% of benefits are taxed for 
those whose income exceeds $32,000 if mar
ried or $25,000 if single. Taxing 85% of such 
benefits, as Ross Perot proposed, might be 
the outer limit. 

THE SELF-EMPLOYED 

Chances are, Congress will agree to Clin
ton's proposal for an investment tax credit, 
which might equal about 10% of the purchase 
price of new business equipment, such as a 
computer, car or truck. The self-employed 
also are likely to get a deduction for their 
health insurance premiums. though no one 
knows whether Clinton's proposal to allow a 
100% write-off will win out over Congress' 
25% limit. 

What to do. If possible, postpone the pur
chase of business equipment purchases until 
it's clear when the ITC will become law-or 
at least until the new year. "If the ITC is 
passed in 1993, it could well be retroactive to 
Jan. 1," says Kevin Roach, a tax partner at 
Price Waterhouse in New York City. 

TAX-FAVORED INVESTING 

Clinton aides have pledged that he will not 
tamper with municipal bonds' tax-free sta
tus. He is also expected to favor extending 
the tax credit for investments in low-income 
housing for one year. 

What to do . Resist plunging blindly into 
munis. Before you buy any, ask your tax ad
viser whether you would be better off with 
taxable bonds. As for low-income housing 
deals, they are complicated and best suited 
for investors who can take big risks. 

If Clinton and Congress become frustrated 
in their search for new tax revenue, they 
could turn draconian down the road. Money 
magazine sources warn not to count out such 
disturbing steps as: 

Slashing the value of an estate you can 
leave to your heirs tax-free from $600,000 to, 
say, $300,000. Approximately 15% of estates 
would end up owing federal death taxes, up 
from the scant 2% that pay them today. The 
take: $5 billion over five years. 

Requiring that capital-gains tax be paid on 
assets you own at your death. The take: $17 
billion over five years. 

Eliminating the cap on wages subject to 
the Medicare tax-now 1.45% on amounts up 
to $130,200. The take: $28 billion over five 
years. 

Taxing a portion of your employer-pro
vided medical benefits. Taxing benefits 
above, say, $335 a month for families and $135 
for individuals would bring in $56 billion over 
five years. 

Hiking the 14.1¢ federal tax on each gallon 
of gasoline. A 12¢ increase, small compared 
with Ross Perot's 50¢ proposal, would still 
bring in $55 billion over five years. 

Even those tax shocks might not be 
enough, however. " We may soon realize that 
we're incapable of raising the revenue we 
need for the society we want without either 
returning to the confiscatory 70% rates of 
the pre-1980s or adopting a radically new ap
proach to taxes, " says Gerald Portney, a 
principal at KPMG Peat Marwick in Wash
ington, D.C. and former IRS assistant com
missioner under Presidents Carter and 
Reagan. In an influential report sponsored 
by a bipartisan research organization, Sens. 
Sam Nunn (D-Ga.) and Pete Domenici (R
N.M.) recently endorsed such a revolutionary 
approach that is favored by many experts in
side and outside of government: a broad con
sumption tax, which could be a far more pro
digious and efficient money raiser than the 
income tax. The government may need every 
cent. 

[From Money Magazine Jan. 1993] 
YOUR TAXES 

(By Teresa Tritch) 
No, the U.S. economy will not achieve the 

historic post-recession average of 5% annual 
growth anytime soon. The best hope is for 
about half that. And no, you can't count on 
President Bill Clinton to back off entirely 
from two of his biggest campaign pledges: to 
stimulate the economy by spending $220 bil
lion on new programs while cutting the defi
cit in half-all by 1996. And yes, the Clinton 
agenda will require broad tax increases over 
the next four years to close the gap between 
federal income and outgo. And of course, 
you're right to suspect that the most attrac
tive target may be you. 

Trouble is, Clinton's promised tax hikes on 
1 million so-called rich taxpayers, defined in 
general as couples with an adjusted gross in
come of $200,000 or more ($150,000 for singles), 
will bring in only $59 billion by '96, according 
to the Treasury Department, $24 billion less 
than the Clinton camp's estimate. Like any 
new President anxious to win a second term, 
he'll try his best to shield his biggest con
stituency, the vast middle class, which he 
has vaguely identified only as couples mak
ing less than $80,000. Yet not even they may 
be safe from the tax onslaught as the '90s 
march on. 

For now, however, it's the soft underbelly 
of American wealth-the upper middle 
class-that is most exposed. Two spouses 
each earning $40,000 a year qualify, as do sin
gles making above $50,000. And this upper 
middle sector will be most vulnerable be
cause it has neither the rich's ability to shift 
and shelter income nor the political clout of 
the largely Democratic lower middle class. 
" Since 1981, this group has seen only in
creases and is likely to experience more 
hikes as Congress chips away at the few re
maining deductions," says Robert Garner, a 
partner at Ernst & Young in Atlanta. 

Don't, however, scan the horizon for signs 
of a '93 tax-rate increase like the one in store 
for the rich. Even their coming rate hike 
from 31 % to 36% may be phased in, with a 
transitional rate of perhaps 33.5% in 1993. 
Rather, as the Clinton years unfold, expect 
Congress to enact more indirect tax in
creases like exemption phaseouts and to 
trim such deductions as mor~gage interest 
and business meals and entertainment. But 
along with full recovery could come a genu
ine gift, a cut in the long-term capital-gains 
tax rate, maybe to as low as 14% for couples 
making $36,900 to $89,150. "Democrats are in
creasingly seeing such a break as a way to 
spur the economy and thereby create more 
jobs," says Garner. 

Money's subscribers also support cutting 
the capital-gains rate. Two-thirds of the 309 
respondents in our annual tax poll favored 
the idea. In fact , only one other proposed tax 
cut was more popular: restoring the fully de
ductible Individual Retirement Account, 
which was supported by 85% . But with Sen. 
Lloyd Bentsen moving in as Treasury Sec
retary, IRAs will lose their firmest supporter 
on Capitol Hill. (Other poll results are re
ported below and on the following pages. The 
survey, taken by the Gallup Organization in 
early November, has a six-point margin of 
error.) 

Your real nemesis will be those already en
acted covert hikes-the ones that Congress 
and George Bush began slipping into the tax 
law back in 1991. In 1993, for example, the 
total of your write-offs for mortgage inter
est, state and local taxes, moving and mis
cellaneous expenses will be reduced by 3% for 
every dollar that your AGI exceeds $108,450. 



February 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2925 
Similarly, personal and dependent exemp
ti'ons, worth $2,350 each in 1993, will be 
phased out for couples whose AGis fall be
tween $162, 700 and $285,200, and for singles 
making between $108,450 and $230,950. What 
will those hidden cuts cost you? Let's say 
that you and your spouse have an AGI of 
$150,000 and deductions of $20,000. Your write
offs will be trimmed to $18,754. 

1992 

Federal ........................ .. .. .... ................ .... .. 4S 
State ................... ......... 44 Real es'iilie ........ ..... ...... ................. ........ 60 

EMPLOYEES 

Make retirement savings plans a priority. 
Beyond a doubt, your best single tax-slash
ing move is to contribute the maximum to a 
company-sponsored 40l(k), up to the esti
mated legal limit of $9,000 this year. Your 
contributions, plus their earnings, escape 
federal and most state and local income 
taxes until withdrawn. If you can't afford 
the maximum, aim to put in at least enough 
to get your employer's full matching funds, 
typically 50¢ for every dollar that you invest 
up to 6% of your pretax pay. An extra: You 
won't owe FICA tax on the money from your 
employer. 

Contribute to flexible spending accounts. 
Next to 40l(k)s, FSAs are an employee's 
most capacious shelter, enabling you to pay 
dependent-care costs and unreimbursed med
ical expenses with money deducted from 
your paycheck before federal income tax-and 
FICA tax if you make below the $57,600 and 
$135,000 wage caps. (Money in FSAs is also 
free of state and local income taxes, except 
in New Jersey and Pennsylvania.) You and 
your spouse can each fund a medical-care 
FSA up to the limits set by your employers, 
generally $2,000 to $4,000; the tax law caps a 
couple's contribution to a dependent-care 
FSA at $5,000 (although your employer may 
set a lower limit). The savings: By paying 
$5,000 of bills from an FSA, you will cut your 
tax bill by $1,783, assuming that you are in 
the 28% bracket and your gross wages are 
under the $57 ,600 FICA cap. 

Coordinate your dependent-care FSA with 
the childcare credit. If your AGI is more 
than $24,000, you should use an FSA for de
pendent-care costs even though you'll lose 
all or part of your dependent care credit as 
a result. Reason: The credit scales down as 
your AGI rises, while an FSA's tax-cutting 
power increases as your tax rate rises. In 
some instances, however, you can use the 
child-care credit and an FSA. Say, for exam
ple, your employer limits your FSA to $2,000 

Moreover, Social Security (FICA) taxes 
will continue to claim an ever-increasing 
chunk of your earnings. In 1993, employees 
will pay 6.2% of their gross wages up to 
$57,600 for retirement, disability and survivor 
benefits and 1.45% of wages up to $135,000 for 
Medicare hospital benefits. The maximum 
hit: $5,529, a $200 increase from last year and 
an astonishing $2,149 more than in 1988. 

HOW DOES TAX BURDEN COMPARE WITH LAST YEAR'S? 
[In percent] 

Greater l.Dwer 

1991 1990 1989 1992 1991 1990 

SI S2 47 
48 46 41 
64 61 S8 

but you pay $4,800 to keep two children in 
day care. You could still claim a credit of 
$560. In addition, 22 states and the District of 
Columbia will grant you a dependent-care 
break if you claim a federal credit. Check 
your state tax instruction booklet for de
tails. 

Turn commuting into a tax break. Begin
ning Jan. 1, the tax law lets employers give 
you as much as $720 a year-free of income 
and FICA tax-for mass transit commuting 
costs; the previous maximum was a modest 
$252. If your company offers the benefit, grab 
it: A $720 payment, made in the form of 
transportation vouchers or tokens, is equiva
lent to a before-tax raise of $1,120, assuming 
you 're in the 28% bracket and pay FICA tax. 
If your company doesn't offer commuting as
sistance, lobby for it. 

THE SELF-EMPLOYED 

Maximize your deductions. Being your own 
boss makes you eligible for a host of truly 
generous write-offs, such as those for work
related travel and entertainment expenses, 
dues to professional organizations, subscrip
tions to business publications and equipment 
depreciation. Equally important, the write
offs also reduce your self-employment tax 
(the sole proprietor's version of FICA), be
cause you owe it only on income after deduc
tions. 

Fully fund a Keogh. You can contribute 
and deduct a healthy chunk of your self-em
ployment earnings to a Keogh retirement ac
count, even if you're just a moonlighter and 
are covered by a pension plan at a full-time 
job. Burton Young of Newport Beach, Calif., 
pictured on page 81, is an ideal Keogh can
didate. With little tax shelter-not even a 
house of his own-he paid 41.6% of his AGI in 
taxes in '92. 

Michael Knight, a certified public account
ant in Fairfield, Conn., recommends that 
young entrepreneurs start with a so-called 
profit-sharing Keogh, which lets them con-

ARE YOUR TAXES WELL SPENT? 
[In percent] 

Well spent 

1992 1991 1990 

Federal .. ........................................... .............. .................................... .... ............... .................... .. ... .. ................................. .. IS 
32 
S2 

2S 
36 
S8 

State ..... .. ....................... ............................ . .... ..... .................... .... ......... ..... .... .. . 
Real estate ... .......... .. 

INVESTORS 

Consider low-income-housing investment. 
Both Clinton and Congress favor giving juicy 
tax credits to investors in complex new low
income-housing limited partnerships. (The 
old law granting such credits expired last 
June 30.) Clinton wants to make the credit 

permanent, while congressional leaders are 
willing at least to extend it year by year. 
With the top federal tax rate poised to leap 
to 36%, the timing couldn't be better. "As 
rates rise, investors look for shelter-and 
low-income housing is one of the last shel
ters left," says Michael Marsh, a tax man-

How can you cope? "You need strategies 
that combine a commitment to long-term 
tax-deferred savings with the flexibility to 
respond to change," says Kaycee Krysty, the 
director of personal finance at the account
ing firm Moss Adams in Seattle. A dozen 
such strategies follow for employees, the 
self-employed, retirees and investors. 

Same 

1989 1992 1991 1990 1989 

16 4S 36 37 29 
7 37 34 36 30 
6 29 24 24 22 

tribute and deduct up to 13.04% of their net 
self-employment earnings each year. (That's 
net of allowable business expenses and half 
of your self-employment tax.) You can vary 
the contribution as your cash needs dictate 
or even not contribute anything at all. Once 
your business profits stabilize, you can add a 
second type of Keogh known as a money-pur
chase plan, which requires you to salt away 
annually a percentage of your income that 
you designate when you establish the plan. 
Since the combined percentage you can put 
in both a profit-sharing and a money-pur
chase Keogh works out to 20%, your best 
course is to contribute the 13.04% maximum 
to the flexible profit-sharing variety and 
commit 6.96% to the money-purchase plan. 
However, the total amount sheltered in all 
your retirement plans can't exceed $30,000 a 
year. 

If you're at least 50 years old and haven't 
yet established a tax-deferred retirement 
plan, consider a defined-benefit Keog·h. It 
lets you set aside annually whatever amount 
it takes to provide a retirement payout of as 
much as $112,221 a year at age 65 or older. 
You'll need an actuary's help to calculate 
the sum you must invest each year to reach 
your target. 

Consider incorporating. By orgamzmg 
yourself as a so-called C corporation, you 
can arrange for your business to pay-and 
deduct-your family's health insurance pre
miums, deductibles and co-payments as well 
as premiums for life and disability insurance 
for you. Moreover, contributions to a quali
fied corporate profit-sharing plan escape 
FICA tax. Be aware, however, that C-corp 
status could be a tax trap, especially if your 
business makes more money than you pay 
yourself in salary. One pitfall: Accumulated 
earnings that exceed $250,000 get hit with a 
special 28% penalty and then are taxed a sec
ond time at your top rate when you eventu
ally take the money as salary or dividends. 

28 
46 
60 

1989 

37 
S6 
68 

1992 

84 
64 
47 

Not well spent 

1991 

74 
59 
39 

1990 

70 
48 
3S 

1989 

60 
40 
29 

ager at Grant Thornton in Kansas City, Mo. 
"Unfortunately," he adds, "the tax credits 
may entice investors who don't understand 
the risks." 

In brief, here's how the deals work: By buy
ing or building housing that is then one-fifth 
to two-fifths occupied by renters with house-
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hold incomes 50% to 60% of the area's me
dian, limited-partnership sponsors qualify 
for tax credits that they in turn parcel out 
to investors over 10 years. The credit on a 
minimum investment of $5,000 is typically 
$700 a year. (You would need to invest about 
$50,000 to qualify for the maximum credit of 
$7,750 a year if you're in the 31 % bracket or 
$7,000 in the 28% bracket.) Since 1988, for ex
ample, Jan and Cindy Warren of Brighton, 
Mich., pictured on page 79, have invested 
$46,146 in two partnerships. Thus far, the 
coupl~he's a commercial builder, and she's 
a special-education teacher-have reaped 
credits of $15,637. At that rate, their credits 
will ultimately total $64,339, giving them the 
equivalent of a 9.5% after-tax annual return 
on the first partnership and 11 % on the sec
ond. Bear in mind, however, that such deals 
rarely generate income or capital gains. 
"Stick with deals that project their returns 
solely on the value of the tax credits," says 
Marsh. 

Attractive as the credits sound, they are 
substantial risks. Chief among them: If a 
project fails to meet strict federal rules each 
year, investors retroactively lose up to a 
third of the credits they've taken to date. If 
a deal goes bankrupt, both principal and 
credits are lost. Moreover, low-income deals 
are sometimes hyped, with financial plan
ners spinning tales of big gains and rarely 
mentioning their commissions of as much as 
10%. Best advice: Don't invest unless you or 
a trusted adviser can evaluate a plan spon
sor's prospectus and record. 

Watch out for the alternative minimum 
tax (AMT). Congress originally intended the 
AMT to force wealthy taxpayers with exces
sive tax breaks to pay more tax. Clinton has 
promised, however, to raise the AMT rate 
from 24% to as much as 27%, which would 
give anyone with substantial capital gains in 
1993 and beyond special cause for concern. 
Reason: In general, the narrower the spread 
between the AMT rate and your regular top 
rate, the greater your chances of being 
snared. Warns David Berenson, national di
rector of tax policy at Ernst & Young in 
Washington, D.C.: "With only a one- or two
point difference between the maximum 28% 
rate on long-term capital gains and the com
ing AMT rate, anyone who realizes a sub
stantial capital gain could easily be caught 
by the AMT." Before taking a big gain or 
making any other major moves that could 
trigger the AMT, such as claiming a large 
deduction for state taxes, ask a tax adviser 
to suggest tactics to ease or even eliminate 
the AMT. 

Don't automatically claim your child's in
vestment income on your 1040. As a conven
ience, many taxpayers report the unearned 
income of children under 14 on the parents' 
federal tax returns. The ploy could backfire 
on your state taxes. Reason: In 36 states 1 

and the District of Columbia, your state tax 
liability is pegged to the income or tax you 
report on your federal return. By adding 
your child's income to your own, you boost 
your reported income or tax, thereby in
creasing your state tax. Moreover, if you file 
separately for your son or daughter, the 
child's standard deduction and exemption 
could wipe out his or her state tax liability. 

1 Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Dela
ware, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas. Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, New York, North 
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Utah, Vermont, Vir
ginia, West Virginia and Wisconsin. 

WHICH TAX IS UP THE MOST? 
[In percent) 

Federal ............ ........................ . 
State ........ ........... ..................... . 
Real estate ............................ . 
No increase .. .. .... ................... . 

1992 

36 
15 
39 
5 

OUTLOOK FOR U.S. TAXES 

Higher .......... . 
Lower .. ............... . 
No change ... . 
Don't know 

[In percent) 

1993 

RETIREES 

62 
8 

28 
2 

1991 

1992 

38 
15 
37 
6 

57 
13 
28 
2 

1990 

1991 

31 
12 
37 
17 

72 
3 

25 

Shift from taxable investments into mu
nicipal bonds. This could be particularly 
critical, points out Betsy Dow, a vice presi
dent at A.G. Edwards in St. Louis, if Con
gress and the new President agree to in
crease the federally taxable portion of Social 
Security benefits. At present, you owe tax 
when your AGI plus your tax-exempt inter
est and half your Social Security benefit ex
ceed $32,000 (for joint filers) or $25,000 (for 
singles). Your challenge is to keep your in
come below those thresholds. Let's say your 
$50,000 nest egg is invested in taxable bonds 
paying 8%. Your annual interest of $4,000 
would be included in your AGI, even though 
you'd pocket only $2,600 after taxes, assum
ing a combined federal and state tax bracket 
of 35%. But if you invested that $50,000 in 
comparable municipal bonds yielding 5.2%, 
you'd earn a tax-free $2,600, and only that 
amount would be counted toward the thresh
olds. 

Take a look at series EE bonds. You can 
shift as much as $15,000 a year into Series EE 
savings bonds ($30,000 for a married couple), 
which were recently paying 4.16% for a bond 
held for six months, vs. 3% on a six-month 
certificate of deposit. The interest is not 
taxed until you cash in the bonds-up to 30 
years after purchase. And the interest is free 
from state and local income tax. 

If you are a grandparent, you may soon 
have a new reason to buy the bonds. Last 
year Congress passed a proposal-vetoed by 
President Bush-that would make income 
from EE bonds that are redeemed to pay col
lege tuition tax-free, regardless of your in
come or relationship to the student. Cur
rently, the interest is fully exempt only if 
your AGI is below $68,250 (for couples) or 
$45,500 (for individuals) and if you, your 
spouse or your dependent is the student. 

If the proposal is revived as expected and 
you were inclined to use the interest to help 
send your grandchild to college, you would 
be spreading the tax advantages across gen
erations. That's the ultimate in long-term 
tax planning. 

WHY GREAT TAX PROS ARE SCARCE ... AND 
WHAT You MUST DO TO FIND ONE 

(By Elizabeth M. MacDonald) 
U.S. taxpayers demanded $100 million in 

damages from certified public accountants in 
malpractice suits last year. That startling 
statistic comes from the solidest of sources: 
Crum & Forster, the chief insurance liability 
underwriter for the accounting industry. The 
company won't disclose how many C.P.A.s 
were sued, but one prime reason for the legal 
activity is clear: Tax pros are making more 
errors on returns because they haven't 
stayed abreast of the 12 major changes in tax 
law since 1980. 

"The average practitioner doesn ' t keep up 
to date," says Sidney Kess, a veteran attar-

ney and C.P.A. who has taught tax law for 
more than 30 years. "Preparers just dori't 
read tax law anymore." 

In fact, in recent years one out of seven 
preparers, who haul in average annual fees of 
$179,000, has canceled subscriptions to tax in
formation services that help accountants 
keep up with changes in tax law. Instead, ac
cording to a 1990 survey of 480 pros by New 
York City's Research Institute of America, 
these preparers routinely turn to other ac
countants on even simple questions or con
sult outdated tax publications. "It's like 
doing carpentry without a hammer," says 
Stephen Banks, a second vice president at 
Commerce Clearing House, a widely used tax 
information service. "Most accountants are 
three to five years behind the laws and regu
lations." 

Why cut corners? Simply to save dollars, 
Money was told by tax experts and officials 
at the General Accounting Office, the con
gressional investigative agency. Commerce 
Clearing House's Federal Tax Guide, for ex
ample, costs $430 a year. Consequently, many 
tax preparers run a growing risk of commit
ting errors that could leave you exposed to 
Internal Revenue Service deficiency notices, 
penalties and perhaps even audits. 

To avoid such problems, first make sure to 
choose the right type of preparer. If your tax 
records consist only of a W-2 and a couple of 
1099 forms, you could be well served at a tax 
chain, such as H&R Block or Jackson Hew
itt. H&R Block keeps its army of preparers 
up to date with annual 15-week courses; 
Jackson Hewitt's run 12 weeks. A typical 
chain customer, with a handful of deductions 
and an income of $30,000 or $40,000, will pay 
about $50 for federal and state returns. 

If you can't use a chain, picking the right 
pro becomes more complicated. For example, 
a typical Money subscriber-annual income 
of about $72,385 and $21,000 in investments-
probably needs the expertise of a C.P.A. or 
an enrolled agent. 

The Money subscriber might pay a C.P.A. 
anywhere from $350 to $700 for a federal and 
state return. The 310,000 C.P.A.s enrolled in 
the American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants (AICPA) are required to take 
40-hour brushup courses on tax law every 
year. C.P.A. societies that offer client refer
ral services operate in some 27 states. Call 
AICPA at 800-862-4272 for local phone num
bers. 

The 30,000 enrolled agents are as expert on 
taxes as C.P.A.s but generally charge about 
a third less because most are self-employed. 
"They don't have the overhead of a large ac
counting firm," says Steven DeFilippis, a 
spokesman for the National Association of 
Enrolled Agents (NAEA). Agents charge ac
cording to the number of forms prepared, 
their time, or a combination of the two. For 
a federal 1040 and a state return, the Money 
subscriber would pay roughly $250. Enrolled 
agents must meet rigorous requirements-
for example, passing grades on tough two
day Treasury exams. The IRS also expects 
the agents to spend 72 hours over three years 
on tax refresher courses. You may want to 
confine your search to the roughly 7 ,500 
agents who belong to NAEA. The organiza
tion requires members, who charge no more 
than other agents, to take an additional 30 
hours of classroom work a year. For the 
name of a local NAEA member, call the 
group's 24-hour referral service (800-424-4339). 

Once you have decided on whether to use a 
chain, a C.P.A. or an enrolled agent, inter
view at least three candidates to find one 
whose personality, experience and account
ing philosophy suit you. Then weed out the 
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underinformed by asking to see each pros
pect's tax library. Jack Porter, national di
rector of tax practice at BOO Seidman in 
Washington, D.C. says the "rock bottom, 
bare minimum" library should contain one 
weekly or monthly tax newsletter, such as 
the Internal Revenue Service's Bulletin, and 
either a looseleaf service like Commerce 
Clearing House's or the Federal Tax Coordi
nator from the Research Institute of Amer
ica. Finally, make sure the pro owns 1992 
tax-return software. 

Request an initial consultation with each 
of your three finalists-if it isn't free, don't 
go. At the meeting, review your past years' 
returns as well as the practitioner's fees. An
swers to your questions should be clear and 
unequivocal. Also ask how many 1040s the 
practitioner prepares annually. A very big 
number is bad news. Few can complete more 
than 800 a year singlehanded. Happy returns! 

THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
LITHUANIA'S INDEPENDENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this special order today be
cause this week marks the 75th anni
versary of Lithuanian independence. 
On February 16, 1918, a Lithuanian na
tional council declared Lithuania's 
independence from Czarist Russia. 

Eleven years later, a German-Soviet 
pact put Lithuania at the mercy of 
Stalin and Russia, the so-called Molo
tov-Ribbentrop pact. For almost 50 
years it put this poor country and the 
other Baltic States of Latvia and Esto
nia under the brutal control of Soviet 
Russia, which sought to erase Lithua
nia's rich cultural tradition, but the 
Lithuanian spirit proved invincible to 
the Soviet force. 

0 1710 
On March 11, 1990, the Lithuanian Su

preme Soviet declared independence 
from the Soviet Union. Lithuania is, in 
fact, a David whose simple weapon of 
peaceful resistance proved to be the 
stone that brought the Goliath of the 
Soviet Union to its knees. 

On Sunday, February 14, 1993, this 
past Sunday, the Lithuanians re
affirmed their commitment to democ
racy. On that day 80 percent of their 2¥2 
million electorate voted in Lithuania's 
first presidential election. The new 
president of Lithuania, Mr. 
Brazauskas, visited Washington last 
year, and I had a chance to meet him. 
He is a very popular figure in Lithua
nia, and he has said some things during 
the course of this campaign which 
gives hope that his leadership in Lith
uania will move that country further 
toward democracy, closer to a free 
market economy and really bring the 
longlasting independence which many 
of us have prayed for. 

But with independence secured, Lith
uania still has many difficult times 
ahead. First and foremost it is faced 

with the formidable task of removing 
the last vestiges of Soviet occupation. 
It must establish a stable democracy, 
and it must build a prosperous market 
economy. By the close of 1992, there 
were still 15,000 Russian troops remain
ing in Lithuania, down from an origi
nal estimate of as high as 42,000. 

Progress has been made. On Decem
ber 30, 1992, the last Russian forces 
withdrew from the city of Vilnius, the 
capital of Lithuania. Russian President 
Boris Yeltsin has agreed to remove all 
troops by August l, 1993. I sincerely 
hope that the Clinton administration 
will do everything in its power to hold 
Mr. Yeltsin to that promise. 

Mr. Speaker, so long as there are 
Russian troops on Lithuanian soil 
there is, in fact, an army of occupa
tion. They give no notice to the people 
of Lithuania as to their position, their 
armaments or their troop movements. 
Any other country or nation in the 
world would find it intolerable to have 
15,000 armed forces from another na
tion on its soil without the very basic 
cooperation which I think is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the Clinton ad
ministration, through Mr. Christopher, 
our Secretary of State, and others, will 
continue to put the pressure on Russia 
to remove its troops from Lithuania. 

The Russians make an economic ar
gument that they cannot afford to 
bring these troops home. They have no 
place to put them. The Lithuanians 
have been patient. They have not just 
waited a few months. They have waited 
a half a century so that they can re
claim their own country and have the 
type of control of it which one would 
expect in a democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, after this half century 
of occupation the removal of Soviet 
troops is long overdue. The United 
States must continue to support Lith
uanian sovereignty. I have worked to
wards this end by introducing legisla
tion last year which conditions any aid 
to Russia on progress towards a with
drawal of these Russian controlled 
troops. I am going to certainly work to 
keep Mr. Yeltsin to his promise. The 
Lithuanian economy has slowed, and 
there is a general shortage of raw ma
terial. The Lithuanian homes lack hot 
water, and heat is very limited. Infla
tion is claimed to be over a thousand 
percent. Industrial production has de
clined drastically. 

Despite these dire situations, Mr. 
Speaker, none of this comes as a great 
surprise. This country is really emerg
ing from 50 years of central Communist 
authority and is trying to establish a 
basic democracy and a free market 
economy. There are bound to be dif
ficult times, but we must try, as best 
we can with our limited resources, to 
help the Baltic States, including Lith
uania, to get on their feet. Their pros
perity and their success will inure to 
the benefit, not only of their people 
and all the friends of their people 

around the world, but to the Free 
World in general. 

Mr. Speaker, they face some very se
rious specific shortages. Medicine is in 
short supply. There has been an out
break of tuberculosis, and according to 
the State Department, our State De
partment, over nine people have been 
reported with diphtheria. That, of 
course, is a problem which can be 
taken care of through necessary sani
tary measures and vaccination, but 
without the necessary medical supplies 
the Lithuanians and many living in the 
Baltic States are at the mercy of these 
diseases. 

For over 50 years the United States 
refused to recognize Soviet occupation 
of Lithuania. Now, as this tiny country 
is laboring toward rebuilding itself, the 
United States must not falter in its 
support to the people of free Lithuania 
from the people of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, we must wish them the 
very best on the 75th anniversary of 
Lithuanian independence. 

RECIPE FOR ECONOMIC CALAMITY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MINGE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURDON] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, today Members of the House of Rep
resentatives received from the chair
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI], a memorandum 
regarding President Clinton's revenue 
proposals, and I think everybody in 
this Chamber and everybody across the 
country is very interested in this, and 
what it does is it shows how much rev
enues; that is, new taxes, that Presi
dent Clinton is going to be proposing 
tonight. That would be of great inter
est to all our colleagues. 

Get this, $328 billion-hope everybody 
get that-$328 billion, $326 million in 
new taxes. 

Two years ago, Mr. Speaker, we had 
the largest tax increase in history; $182 
billion, and this one is going to be $328 
billion. 

One of the major reasons we had a re
cession a couple of years ago was be
cause that budget summit agreement 
raised taxes and put the country into 
an economic decline. 

I say to my colleagues, "When you 
take $182 billion out of the Americans' 
collective pockets, that is $182 billion 
they couldn't spend, and, when they 
don't spend it, they don't buy products, 
and when they don't buy products like 
cars and refrigerators, they quit mak
ing the cars, and refrigerators and ev
erything else, and they start laying 
people off." So, Mr. Speaker, we had 
higher unemployment, and we had a re
cession. 

Now President Clinton, who said he 
was not going to tax the middle class, 
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is going to raise taxes on everybody to 
the tune of $328,326,000,000. This is a 
recipe for economic disaster. He said he 
was not going to tax the middle class. 
He is taxing the middle class. He said 
there was going to be a tax cut for the 
middle class. No tax cut. There is going 
to be an energy tax increase which will 
hit everybody from the people on wel
fare all the way up. He said he cannot 
halve the deficit now. 

Mr. Speaker, he is breaking promise, 
after promise, after promise, and he is 
hitting this country with this kind of 
recipe toward economic calamity. 

Now just let me read to my col
leagues what 17 different economists 
say. I know I do not have time to read 
all of these, but I submit for the 
RECORD what these prominent econo
mists are saying regarding this debate: 

[From The Heritage Foundation) 
CLINTON'S ECONOMIC PROPOSAL-A PRESCRIP

TION FOR SLOWER GROWTH, MORE INFLA
TION, HIGHER INTEREST RATES 

The following senior economists-many 
with extensive Washington experience-are 
available for comment in the days to come. 

"Far from stimulating the economy, as he 
intends, President Clinton's economic pro
gram will have the opposite effect. Higher 
tax rates on corporations and our most pro
ductive workers will reduce saving, invest
ment, innovation, entrepreneurship, and 
risk-taking. Higher spending will sap re
sources from private industry and simply 
feed an already bloated government. The in
evitable result will be slower growth, more 
inflation, and higher interest rates."-Bruce 
R. Bartlett, Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Economic Policy, U.S. Treasury Department, 
1988-1993. Home: (703) 739-1527. 

"Clinton plans higher marginal tax rates 
on the country's most productive citizens. 
The so-called "rich"-according to Clinton 
anyone with an income of $100,000 or more
are 2.8 percent of the taxpaying population 
and already pay 36.2 percent of total income 
taxes. The rate increases will discourage 
their efforts and reduce national economic 
output. The proposed energy taxes will make 
it more costly to operate every business and 
household in the country. Manufacturing 
will be especially hard hit, making a mock
ery of Clinton's concern over lack of job 
growth in that sector."-Steve Entin, Resi
dent Scholar, Institute for Research on the 
Economics of Taxation; Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Economic Policy, U.S. Treas
ury Department, 1981-1988. Work: (202) 347-
9570. 

"A broad-based energy tax would be ex
traordinarily complicated and costly to im
plement, would impose a disproportionate 
burden on the poor and middle class, would 
diminish future job and productivity growth, 
and has the potential of generating enor
mous new amounts of revenue for the federal 
government in the future. We must be very, 
very careful before embarking on this 
course."--J.D. Foster, Chief Economist and 
Director, The Tax Foundation; Chief of Staff, 
Council of Economic Advisors, 1992. Work: 
(202) 783-2760; Home: (703) 998-7633. 

"The economic difficulties this country 
faces have been caused by runaway federal 
entitlement, anti-growth tax policy and pro
ductivity-damaging federal regulations. Put
ting the economy on a real growth track will 
require lower taxes on capital and labor, 
changing the federal entitlement laws which 

mandate ever higher spending, regulatory 
common sense, freer trade, and price level 
stability. "--John Hosemann, Chief Econo
mist, American Farm Bureau Federation. 
Work: (312) 399-5746. 

"The 1990 Budget Agreement, which gave 
us the largest tax increase ever, dem
onstrated conclusively that we cannot tax 
the deficit away. We only succeed in taxing 
away prosperity. The only way to reduce the 
deficit is to increase economic growth and 
reduce government spending. Yet, the Clin
ton plan offers only token investment incen
tives to salve punitive tax hikes and mis
represents new federal spending as "invest
ment" while offering up symbolic spending 
"cuts" as compensation. Federal jobs pro
grams do not create new jobs, they merely 
redistribute jobs from the private to public 
sector. And, there is no recorded instance 
where a tax increase stimulated economic 
growth and expanded prosperity."-Law
rence A. Hunter, Former Vice President and 
Chief Economist of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce. Home: (703) 47B-a449. 

"I strongly disagree with the across-the
board tax increases expected to be proposed 
by the Clinton administration. Rising in
come tax rates for businesses and families 
will reduce saving and investment, retard 
productivity and discourage work effort. As 
capital costs are raised and investment re
turns are lowered, the improving economic 
growth rate we are now experiencing will fal
ter. "-Lawrence A. Kudlow, Senior Manag
ing Director and Chief Economist-Bear, 
Stearns & Co., Inc.; Associate Director for 
economics and planning at the Office of Man
agement and Budget, 1982-1986. Work: (212) 
272-4217; Home: (212) 722-1558. 

"The more we learn about the Clinton ad
ministration's programs the more they look 
like Carter II-tax, spend, and regulate. A se
rious program to increase productivity 
would encourage long-term investment in 
education and capital. This program taxes 
income to pay for government spending."
Allan H. Meltzer, Professor of Political 
Economy, Carnegie-Mellon University and 
Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Insti
tute. Work: (202) 862-5800. 

"President Clinton's budget will be a hard 
sell. First, he didn't articulate .a clear vision 
of what he wanted during the campaign (and 
much of his budget is inconsistent with what 
he promised). Second, while portions of his 
tax package are politically attractive (soak
ing the rich), on the whole his proposals 
threaten the economy's revival. And finally, 
there is precious little by way of real re
straints on spending. The notion that 
progress will be made on the deficit simply 
doesn't pass the 'hee-haw test.• "--Jim Mil
ler, Chairman, Citizens for a Sound Econ
omy; Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, 1985-1988. Work: (202) 783-3870. 

"Higher taxes did not work for Herbert 
Hoover, Jimmy Carter, and George Bush, and 
they will not work for Bill Clinton. Clinton's 
proposed record tax increase will destroy 
jobs, fuel higher spending, and increase the 
deficit. Clinton would be wise to instead 
mimic the policies of John F. Kennedy and 
Ronald Reagan, both of whom triggered 
record economic expansions by cutting tax 
rates and restraining the growth of federal 
spending."-Daniel J. Mitchell, John M. Olin 
Senior Fellow in Political Economy, The 
Heritage Foundation. Work: (202) 546-4400; 
Home: (703) 641-7968. 

"A federal tax increase would reduce eco
nomic growth, invite an increase in govern
ment spending, and may not reduce the defi
cit. A tax increase would be appropriate only 

if the last dollar of federal spending is worth 
more than about Sl.50. Few, if any, federal 
programs meet this test. The primary focus 
of federal fiscal policy should be to reduce 
spending to a level that is broadly supported 
by the American population. "-William A. 
Niskanen, Chairman, The Cato Institute; 
Member, The Council of Economic Advisors, 
1981-1985. Work: (202) 546--0200. 

"The President is right, we do have a defi
cit problem and it ought to be reduced. But 
the source of the problem is government 
spending, which has been growing much fast
er than national income. Tax increases will 
not and cannot cure a spending problem. 
Only when the President and the Congress 
face the reality of the spending problem will 
the resulting deficit problem be cured. The 
miracle of the spending cure is that if you 
take the medicine you will find you do not 
need to increase taxes, because our existing 
tax system already produces a yearly in
crease in tax revenue that exceeds the 
growth of national income."-Richard W. 
Rahn, President, Novecon; former Vice 
President and Chief Economist, U.S. Cham
ber of Commerce. Work: (202) 659-3200; Home: 
(703) 759-0440. 

"Higher personal and corporate tax rates 
will soon yield less revenue, not more. Two
earner families will become one-earner fami
lies, executives will take more pay in the 
form of perks, professionals will play more 
golf, middle-aged men and women will retire 
younger, fewer young people will bother to 
earn advanced degrees or take the risk of 
starting · new businesses·, investors will shift 
into tax shelters and tax-free bonds, corpora
tions will get back into debt to minimize 
taxable profits. Growth of the economy and 
employment will suffer, just as they did 
when Canada, Germany and Japan imposed 
higher tax rates in 1990, or when Herbert 
Hoover and Lyndon Johnson did the same in 
the U.S."-Alan Reynolds, Director of Eco
nomic Research, The Hudson Institute. 
Work: (317) 545-1000. 

"The private sector will be asked to raise 
its "contribution" to the federal government 
by some $250 billion over the next five years. 
This represents an average increase of 
around 5 percent. The marginal effect-par
ticularly on saving and investment-will be 
much larger, however. The Clinton adminis
tration acknowledges that incentives matter 
by seeking a targeted investment credit of 1 
percent. Yet, a 6 percent increase in the cor
porate tax rate will more than wipe out the 
credit. On net, investors will again find it in 
their interest to invest abroad rather than in 
the U.S. The loss of that investment will ul
timately mean lower employment, lower tax 
revenues and a lower living standard for all 
Americans."-Gary Robbins, President of 
Fiscal Associates; Chief of the Applied Econ
ometrics Staff of the U.S. Treasury Depart
ment, 1982-1985. Work: (703) 413-4371; Home: 
(703) 413-4371. 

"Clinton is modelling his administration 
on Herbert Hoover's-Higher taxes and trade 
protection. "-Paul Craig Roberts, William E. 
Simon Chair in Political Economy at the 
Center for Strategic and International Stud
ies; Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for 
Economic Policy, 1981-1982. Work: (202) 887-
0200. 

"The Clinton Economic plan may nndo 
much of the good in the current recovery he 
inherited from President Bush and seems 
highly unlikely to foster what America 
needs most: more long-term private sector 
jobs; more long-term private sector savfngs 
and investment; higher productivity; and a 
more economically competitive America. I'm 



February 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2929 
concerned that it's a little like a well-inten
tioned amateur artist coming in with his 
paintbrush to touch up a Rembrandt. Hope
fully, Congress and the administration will 
work out a final package that will better 
serve our goals."-John Robson, Visiting 
Fellow, The Heritage Foundation; Deputy 
Secretary of the U.S. Treasury, 1989-1993. 
Work: (202) 546-4400; Home: (202) 338-2261. 

"The last thing the American economy 
needs now are tax hikes and new federal 
spending programs. No matter its form or 
the taxpayers on whom it is imposed, any 
tax increase will impede the burgeoning eco
nomic recovery and slow the growth in jobs, 
production, and income. New federal spend
ing programs, no matter how small they are 
to begin with, will quickly grow and become 
additional drags on the nation's economic 
growth and vitality. To revitalize the econ
omy, we need real, substantial, and sus
tained cuts in government spending. If Presi
dent Clinton wants to remove the road 
blocks in the way of economic progress, he 
should recommend fundamental changes in 
existing spending programs to curb their ex
pansion, not more taxes."-Norman B. Ture, 
President, Institute for Research on the Eco
nomics of Taxation; Undersecretary for Tax 
and Economic Policy, U.S. Treasury Depart
ment, 1981-1982. Work: (202) 347-9570. 

"President Clinton has flunked his first ec
onomics exam. Forty years of history tells 
us that every dollar of new taxes has associ
ated with it Sl.59 in new spending. We predict 
continued high deficits and a crowding out of 
productive private spending-in short a re
turn to the stagnation, and possibly stagfla
tion, of the Carter 1970s if the Clinton plan of 
taxation and regulation is adopted. "-Rich
ard Vedder and Lowell Gallaway, Ohio Uni
versity and authors of Out of Work: Unem
ployment and Government in Twentieth Cen
tury America (NY: Homes & Meier for the 
Independent Institute of Oakland, 1993). 
Work: (614) 593-2036 and (614) 593-2037. 
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Mr. Speaker, let me end by saying 
this is a recipe for economic disaster. 
President Clinton wants the economy 
to move in the right direction. If this is 
what his message tonight includes, it is 
going to move in exactly the opposite 
direction. 

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 920, THE 
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW
SKI] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to introduce today President Clinton's 
proposal to extend unemployment benefits in 
H.R. 920, the Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation Amendments of 1993. 

H.R. 920 extends the authorization for new 
claims of emergency unemployment com
pensation benefits from March 6, 1993, 
through October 2, 1993. Continued claims 
are authorized during the phase-out period 
after October 2, 1993, through January 15, 
1994. In addition, the bill authorizes the design 
of automated systems to identify dislocated 
workers and refer them to reemployment serv
ices. Unemployment benefits and related ad-

ministrative activities in the bill are estimated 
to cost $5. 7 billion over fiscal years 1993 and 
1994. The entire bill is designated as an emer
gency requirement within the meaning of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con
trol Act of 1985. 

Mr. Speaker, some Members of the House 
of Representatives might say that this exten
sion is not needed because a bill enacted last 
year solved the problem. This law permits 
States to adopt an optional trigger mechanism 
under the permanent Extended Benefits Pro
gram. If States had adopted this trigger, about 
half of the States would be activated for 13 
weeks of benefits in March. No States, how
ever, have adopted the trigger, in part be
cause the recession has depleted their trust 
funds. Many State officials believe they cannot 
afford the 50 percent State cost of the pro
gram. 

Others might ask why we must extend un
employment benefits again at all. The econ
omy is improving, but we are not out of the 
woods yet. Although the unemployment rate 
fell from 7.3 percent in December to 7.1 per
cent in January, long-term unemployment per
sists. Over 1 .9 million workers were unem
ployed more than half of a year, and 1.5 mil
lion of these workers were receiving emer
gency benefits. 

Signs of improvement are showing up in the 
unemployment insurance system, but these 
reflect mainly declines in job losses, not long
term unemployment. Fewer workers are losing 
jobs now, but many of those who are unem
ployed remain in the system. Initial claims for 
the first 26 weeks of regular State benefits 
have dropped to around 350,000 workers from 
a peak exceeding 500,000 early in 1991. The 
rate at which workers have been exhausting 
their regular State benefits recently hit a near 
record 40 percent, which is substantially 
above the normal rate of 25 to 30 percent. As 
a consequence, the number of workers ex
hausting regular benefits and claiming emer
gency benefits has continued to run high at 
around 300,000 workers per month. Even if 
job growth picks up, it could take at least 6 
months for regular benefit exhaustions to re
turn to the normal level of around 200,000 
workers per month. 

As President Clinton noted earlier this week 
in his address to the Nation, job growth has 
been meager. It has been 22 months since 
the bottom of the recession and we have re
gained only 498,000 of the 1,734,000 jobs 
lost. According to the National Bureau of Eco
nomic Research, if we had experienced a nor
mal recovery, we not only would have re
gained all of the jobs lost during the recession, 
but we also would be 2.2 million jobs ahead 
of our previous peak. We can and must do 
better. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt that we have 
a continuing long-term unemployment protr 
lem, and there is no doubt that our economy 
must create more jobs if we are to solve this 
problem. President Clinton's plan for long-term 
economic growth and deficit reduction ad
dresses these needs, but in the meantime we 
need to extend emergency benefits again for 
those who have borne the brunt of this reces
sion. I urge my colleagues to support this bill. 
I hope it is our last step in response to the re
cession, and our first step toward sustained 
economic expansion. 

TRAINING AMERICANS FOR 
NEEDED JOBS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes or until 6 
o'clock, whichever comes first. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
the American people are eagerly await
ing the State of the Union Address by 
the new President. We have all seen the 
way the new President has conducted 
himself since he was elected during the 
transition period and since he was in
augurated up until now, and we all rec
ognize that we have world-class leader
ship. It is very important that a nation 
in a leadership position like the United 
States of America have leadership that 
can measure up to the task. Nations 
rise and fall on the basis of their lead
ership. It is not the natural resources 
that they happen to have, it is not 
their location on the globe. None of 
those factors are half as important as 
the kind of leadership they have. 

The Soviet Union collapsed not be
cause God willed it, but because the 
leadership was inadequate. Numerous 
countries in Africa are suffering not to
tally because they happened to be acci
dents of the weather and the drought. 
In the final analysis, when you analyze 
the problems of Somalia, of Liberia, of 
a number of nations, it is the leader
ship. 

So we look forward to a new leader
ship, a world-class leadership. We await 
the proposals of the President. We 
await the proposals of the President. It 
is time to be bold. It is time to face up 
to the truth that this President is 
going to bite the bullet, face the truth, 
tell the American people exactly what 
the problems are, exactly what the 
budget situation is, and then propose 
some hard choices. We look forward to 
that, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to being 
able to go back to my district and tell 
the people of my district that finally, 
after 12 years of suffering, relief has 
come. We have had good reason to 
hope. I know as I go back to my dis
trict that the macropolicymaking in 
Washington, the big decisions that we 
make and the budget process that we 
go through here, takes a long time to 
get back to the district. But I want 
people there to recognize the fact that 
the situation has been turned around, 
is being turned around, and any efforts 
on their part, any efforts on our part, 
to meet the effort in Washington half
way, will be appreciated. I want people 
to understand that they have an oppor
tunity to seize the moment and take 
their fate in their own hands and meet 
our leaders halfway. 

Tonight the President will _begin a 
process of redirecting our economy and 
our national priorities with a bold, 
comprehensive program. This national 
action package will emphasize invest
ments in human beings, as well as in-
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vestments in the physical infrastruc
ture. Education and training for jobs 
will be a major component of this com
prehensive program. 

At some time within the next 100 
days the President will also submit a 
more detailed program for welfare re
form and he will initiate that program. 
We also anxiously await the commu
nication of a national health care pro
gram. 

Today I would like to call attention 
to one small little effort that could be 
made from within my district in 
Brooklyn, the 11th Congressional Dis
trict. 

I would like to call attention to a 
model program already in existence 
which in one effort shows how to ac
complish some of our important goals 
in welfare reform, job training, im
proved health care, and the provision 
of child care for working mothers. As 
we all know, the Zoe Baird case high
lighted the fact that there is a per
ceived shortage of qualified child care 
workers in this Nation. This model pro
gram at the Brooklyn Downstate Medi
cal Center located in my 11th Congres
sional District trains child care work
ers for jobs in hospitals, day care cen
ters and, yes, if there were more funds 
for training, many could provide qual
ity child care services for working 
mothers. Without exploiting undocu
mented workers, the child care needs of 
working women can be met while at 
the same time we provide decent jobs 
for women who want to get off welfare 
and go to work. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know of many 
women on welfare who do not want to 
go to work. I do know that there is a 
lot of talk about putting them to work, 
but when they go looking for jobs, the 
jobs are not there. 

Here is a situation where jobs do 
exist. Not only in Brooklyn, not only 
in New York City, not only in New 
York State, but anywhere in America 
there are women who need child care 
services. 

Dr. Joann Bradley, vice provost for 
allied medical professions at 
Downstate Medical Center has devel
oped a curriculum and regimen which 
in 1 year prepares enrollees for the 
very sensitive task of caring for chil
dren. Graduates who complete this pro
gram find a long list of jobs waiting. 
Dr. Bradley insists that adequate 
training requires no less than 1 year. 
The pilot program she presently oper
ates may soon be closed for lack of 
funding. To allow such a program to 
close would indeed be tragic. Since this 
initiative is part of the continuing edu
cation program within the context of a 
great medical school, the participants 
are also exposed to information about 
career opportunities in the allied medi
cal professions. Two-year training pro
grams for x-ray technicians, medical 
records specialists, physical therapists, 
and nursing are among the programs 
offered. 

Dr. Bradley estimates that with the 
proper funding she could expand her 
child care worker program to an enroll
ment of 100, with increases each year 
until a maximum of 300 per year is 
reached. Dr. Bradley notes that there 
are several obstacles to Federal sup
port for this program which guarantees 
jobs to its graduates. The fact that 
most Federal training programs do not 
provide stipends on any support beyond 
6 months is one of the major obstacles. 

Many of them insist you can train a 
person for a job in 6 weeks, but they do 
not go beyond 6 months, and that is 
one of the major training obstacles, be
cause Joann Bradley insists you cannot 
properly train a child care provider for 
the kind of work that we are talking 
about without spending at least a year 
doing it. 
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Mr. Speaker, to jump start the 

human investment initiatives of Presi
dent Clinton while at the same time we 
begin to fill the great need for child
care workers in America, I propose 
that the Department of Health and 
Human Services and/or the Department 
of Labor, either singley or together, 
immediately review this existing pro
gram at Downstate Medical Center. 
This existing pilot program should be 
kept alive and should be expanded. We 
have here a model which may be rep
licated any place in the Nation, but es
pecially it can be replicated in the 
needy urban centers. 

The multiple benefits are clear and 
simple: Welfare mothers may enroll in 
a 1-year program which guarantees a 
stable job. 

They get off the welfare rolls. 
These same qualified child-care 

workers can be employed later on by 
families with wage earners in the high
er paying professions. The welfare rolls 
are lowered, the children receive better 
care, and the Zoe Baird syndrome is 
avoided. I call on all the middle-class 
professionals of America, all the fami
lies, middle-class families to support 
this kind of effort where you are ·re
lieved of the burden of having to take 
care of children excessively at the 
same time you try to maintain a pro
fessional career. You are relieved of 
that burden at the same time you pro
vide a job for somebody at a lower 
level. 

If America is to overcome the com
petitive edge that some of our competi
tion have, we are going to have to 
make the people in the professions, the 
people who are in the competitive are
nas, more productive. 

One way to make them more produc
tive is to relieve them of some of the 
burdens they have by giving people at 
lower levels an opportunity to help the 
cause by doing other kinds of things. 
One of the things they can do is take 
care of children and do it well. Amer
ican citizens are put to work in decent 

paying jobs. At the same time, they 
lessen the burden on professional 
women in more competitive areas of 
our economy. It is a win-win situation. 

Certain practical innovations could 
move this set of opportunities further 
and faster. If we had just a few 
changes, if welfare recipients in the 
Downstate Program were allowed to 
keep their Medicaid benefits after they 
begin working, it would allow them to 
work at wages which middle-class fam
ilies can afford to pay. This is one lit
tle change that could be made which 
would make a big difference. 

This subsidy would benefit both the 
worker and the employer. In view of 
the fact that the Nation is moving in 
the direction of universal health care 
coverage, a waiver for a pilot program 
like this should not be difficult to jus
tify. And it would show us the kind of 
benefits that we might realize. 

What is most important, Mr. Speak
er, is that the human investment com
ponents of President Clinton's jump 
start for the economy could begin and 
should begin immediately, and it could 
begin in an area of investment for 
those who have the greatest need. 

Welfare mothers want to work. The 
need for child-care workers and allied 
health care professionals is massive. 
Let us begin by combining these two 
needs. This is the kind of program 
within the overall grand design that 
our President will be proposing. This is 
the kind of proposal that makes a lot 
of sense, that does not require a lot of 
funding and would produce great re
sults for everybody concerned. 

It is just one example of where we 
can go now that we have world-class 
leadership and the country is being 
turned in the right direction. This is 
just one example of the places and the 
directions that we can move in. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT}. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman from New 
York. The issue, I think, you are to be 
commended for bringing before the 
people today is the whole question of 
whether there is going to be any hope 
in this society. 

This is a night, in about 3 hours, 
when we are going to have the Presi
dent of the United States in here giv
ing his State of the Union Message. 

Mr. Speaker, I think in my political 
career of 20-some years, this is the 
most significant night that we have 
faced. 

There is a famed philosopher named 
Santayana who once said that those 
who fail to learn from history are 
doomed to repeat it. Over the course of 
the last 12 years, we have spent our
selves into a situation that brought 
about the election of President Clin
ton. The American people, by more 
than two-thirds, rejected the former 
President. They said, "We don't want 
any more of the Bush-Reagan kind of 
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economics. It didn't work. It has cre
ated enormous problems for us, and we 
want a change." 

Now Mr. Clinton comes here tonight 
faced with a real choice: "Shall I be 
bold; shall I do the difficult things, the 
politically difficult things, the things 
that may be unpopular for a moment, 
or should I do something, sort of fiddle 
around the edges?" 

Tonight the American people, Mr. 
Speaker, are going to see a bold act by 
the President. The President is coming 
before us with a speech for recovery for 
this country that, if one reads the 
newspapers, is a disaster and, if one lis
tens to some of the folks on the other 
side of the aisle, is a disaster. 

But if we look at it, 98.5 percent of 
the American people will not pay more 
income tax. All the things they have 
read in the paper, all the things they 
have heard from Members of the oppo
sition is simply not true. The tax 
structure takes 70 percent of the reve
nue out of people making over $100,000; 
98.2 percent of the people will not pay 
more income taxes. 

Second, there are many people out 
there, Mr. Speaker, who believe that 
since they are on Social Security, they 
are going to get a terrible hit. They 
have been hearing all these awful 
things that are going to happen to So
cial Security. If somebody is out there 
who has not paid income tax now on 
Social Security, they will not be pay
ing income tax tomorrow or the next 
day or any time during the next 4 
years. This proposal does not ·tax sen
ior citizens on their Social Security, 
and I defy anybody to give any evi
dence that the President is doing any
thing but taxing those people who have 
gotten the benefits of the last 12 years. 

Now, the President's plan that he 
puts before us is really rooted in three 
basic principles. The first is to gen
erate more jobs. And in this bill, he 
hopes to create over 8 million jobs over 
the next 4 years. 

He also is in tending to increase the 
incomes of all Americans. And third, 
most importantly, to provide the struc
tural change to the economy by in
creasing investments and by reducing 
the deficits by 150 specific cuts in the 
Federal budget. 

Over the past 12 years, the deficit 
went up and investments in people 
went down. And the President's plan 
tonight is to absolutely reverse that, 
to begin investing in the economy, in
vesting in the people of this country, 
and turning around what has been 
going on economically in this country. 

There are three basic principles in 
the President's plan. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I wanted to enter into this debate or 
discussion. I wanted, before we get to 
the parts of this program which I think 
are being misconstrued by some in the 
media and, perhaps, misunderstood by 
the people, to return to a different 
question, which I think needs some ex
position tonight before we hear the 
speech. 

That is the question of why we need 
an economic program. There are even 
some in the country who are saying we 
do not need an economic plan. We do 
not need this kind of deficit reduction. 
We do not need stimulus, short-term 
stimulus, or long-term investment, or 
health care reform, which, of course, 
are the four big parts of this program. 

I want to address that because I 
think there is a deep misunderstand
ing, at least in some corridors in the 
country, about where we are in this 
economy. 

Unemployment is a little bit down, 
but not much. The truth is, unemploy
ment right now is about as bad as it 
was in the worst part of this 3-year re
cession. 

The incredible thing about this so
called recovery that has been going on 
is that as it has been going on, and I 
think there are some beginning signs of 
recovery, unemployment has been con
stant. 
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In fact, the truth is that good-paying 

jobs are still being lost in great num
bers across the country. In my town of 
St. Louis, General Motors just an
nounced a few days ago that a plant 
that was built in 1983 will be closed at 
the end of this year; 4,500 workers in 
that plant are being laid off. These are 
people that, with fringes, earned $40 
and $50 an hour. However, that was just 
the tip of the iceberg, because all of the 
plants that supply that plant with 
glass and steel and plastic and semi
conductors and fabrics and a multitude 
of other i terns are also being laid off 
because those parts will no longer be 
needed. 

In fact, if we want to take a bigger 
look at just the automobile industry, 
which is 1 of 6 jobs in this country, 
both direct and indirect, we will notice 
that we have lost 10 points of market 
share, primarily General Motors, over 
the last 6 years, and the closing of 
these 70 plants across the country and 
the unemployment of 70,000 workers in 
automobiles is the direct result of the 
loss of those 10 points of market share. 

There are analysts who believe those 
jobs have been lost in the American 
economy forever. That is one industry, 
perhaps one of the most important in
dustries in our country, but that is just 
one. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], in his 
part of the country Boeing, which is 
another big industry-and I have 
McDonnell Douglas in St. Louis-is 

laying off thousands of people, as is 
McDonnell Douglas, because we are in 
a depression in the aerospace industry. 
Then there is Sears; there is IBM, 
which was once believed to be the 
strongest part of our economy, laying 
off thousands of people all over the 
country. 

The truth is that our economy is in 
extreme difficulty, not just yesterday 
and not just today, but I believe for the 
foreseeable future. It is a difficulty 
that comes not only in the form of un
employment but in the form of under
employment. We are losing our stand
ard of living. Incomes are on the down
swing, not the upswing. 

The phenomenon that was the hall
mark of this economy for 40 years, that 
everybody's standard of living would go 
up, is now not true. As President Clin
ton said the other day, if we stay on 
the course we are on, it will take 100 
years to double our standard of living, 
something that it took 30 years to do 
after World War II. 

This is the set of facts that we are 
presented with. That is why we need a 
bold, comprehensive program. That is 
why it cannot just be deficit reduction 
alone, as important as that is. It has to 
be more than that. 

As President Clinton has often said 
to us in meetings in the last couple of 
weeks, we have a tough assignment. We 
not only have to do deficit reduction, 
which is extremely, excruciatingly dif
ficult in and of itself, but we have to do 
short-term stimulus, a long-term in
vestment strategy in this economy, 
and health care reform all together 
this year in order to have a hope of be
ginning to get this economy back on an 
upswing with the rising tide, a rising 
standard of living, good new jobs being 
created in our society, as they have 
been over the last years after World 
War II. 

This is a big assignment. This has 
never been attempted before. We did 
deficit reduction in 1990, and both the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] 
and the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. McDERMOTT] were here and par
ticipated in that. They wel! remember, 
and every Member who was involved in 
it remembers. how tough it was. 

We are doing much more than that in 
1993. We are talking about a deficit re
duction program which equals what we 
did in 1990 in terms of deficit reduction, 
about $500 billion over 4 years, but in 
addition we are doing short-term stim
ulus, long-term investment strategy, 
which means we have got to cut more 
to get that investment done, and 
health care reform, which affects ev
erybody and every interest in the coun
try. 

The four things work together. They 
are interactive. They are synergistic. If 
we just do one we won't get the out
come. 

The gentleman from Washington is a 
physician-I know his former life-and 
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he knows that when doctors treat pa
tients, sometimes they have to give 
four different remedies. One is not 
enough. They may have to give some 
kind of prescription drug. They may 
have to have some kind of therapy, in 
addition to it. They might need to do 
surgery, and then something else in ad
dition. The four therapies working to
gether will bring the patient back to 
health. 

That is what we face here. We need to 
do four things at once, all hard, but 
working together they can bring our 
economy back to heal th and give peo
ple the kind of long-term income in
crease, enrichment, that our society 
requires. 

We had a riot in Los Angeles not too 
many months ago, a horrible riot. Hun
dreds of people died, businesses were 
destroyed, and there was civil violence 
the likes of which we have not seen in 
a long time in this country. 

I talked with people who were wit
nesses of the violence, and they told 
me that a large part of what was hap
pening was that the people who were 
the poorest in that society were look
ing and seeing workers at Boeing and 
McDonnell Douglas and General Mo
tors and other places being laid off per
manently, and these people who had 
never gotten their foot on the first 
rung of the economic ladder had de
cided that they were never going to get 
their foot on the first rung of the eco
nomic ladder, and it was their sense of 
hopelessness that led them to violence 
in our society. 

If that feeling of hopelessness contin
ues-and it will if our standard of liv
ing continues to go down-then we face 
a very unhappy future in this society. 
We can turn that around. That is what 
is at stake, is our standard of living, 
our hope, our sense of the future. That 
is what this program is for. 

I hope that as Members receive this 
program and begin to analyze it and 
look at it and study it and understand 
it, that they will take the time to see 
the big picture and not focus down on 
just one part that they may not like. 

I am sure that there will be parts of 
this that all of us will find not to like, 
but we cannot fail to see the larger pic
ture of what this is for. I hope that all 
of us, whether we are Members of Con
gress or members of the citizenry of 
this society, will take the time to step 
back, to study the facts, to analyze 
what is being suggested, and then slow
ly but surely make up their minds on 
whether or not all four parts of this 
program are not a positive influence 
for the future of our country. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT], our majority leader, and I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. TUCKER]. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
so much the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. OWENS] and the gentleman from 

Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], our majority 
leader. 

Mr. Speaker, I could not agree more 
with the majority leader on this point. 
As I echoed in the House earlier today, 
it is so imperative that we do step back 
and we look at the President's eco
nomic plan in total, holistically, and 
not just pick apart and become very 
petty about what this means and por
tends for our country. 

We have seen in the last couple of 
weeks discussion on whether or not 
there is importance in having an eco
nomic stimulus package, otherwise 
known, as our Republican colleagues 
say, as spending. But there is a dif
ference between spending and invest
ing. Just cutting spending will not get 
the job done in terms of the spiraling 
deficit that we now face in this coun
try. What we need is vision. We have 
heard the saying that "Where there is 
no vision, the people perish," and that 
it truly what is going to happen to this 
country unless we embrace the vision 
today for the future of America tomor
row. 

We must come together right now 
and we must recommit if we are truly 
concerned about family values. If we 
are truly concerned about American 
values, we must tonight make an effort 
to recommit, whether Republican or 
Democrat, black or white, urban or 
rural, and we must take a stand to sup
port the President when he talks about 
investing in our economy, when he 
talks about growing our economy, 
growing public infrastructure, growing 
human infrastructure. 

These are the things that Americans 
have been waiting for. What they have 
not been waiting for is more gridlock. 
What they have not been waiting for is 
more rhetoric. What they have not 
been waiting for is more talk about 
who is doing what and not really 
doing it. 
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It is interesting, Mr. Speaker, and 
Mr. Majority Leader, that the same 
persons who have been on the side of 
the read-my-lips tax culpability can 
now come before this House and talk 
about taxation. Yes, there is taxation 
in the President's plan, but that is only 
one part of his plan, and it is not going 
to serve this country well if we have 
the nay-sayers to come very quickly 
and to pick that part out and put it 
under the microscope. 

In effect, Mr. Speaker, this is the 
time to find out the true mettle of all 
of us as Americans, not just Democrat 
Americans or Republican Americans, 
but as Americans to put aside the 
partisanism, to put aside the pettyism, 
and to be fair, to be open-minded, open
hearted, and to really give the Presi
dent an opportunity to present his 
package. 

There will be some criticisms, there 
will be some tough choices. We will all 

have to make them. But for the first 
time in a long time let us do what is 
right in this country. Let us not talk 
about taxation for taxation's sake, but 
let us talk about what has to happen to 
make this country move in the direc
tion that it must move in. 

For example, I have heard all day on 
the floor bandied around the fact that 
the middle class is going to have to pay 
for this new economic package, this 
new economic stimulus. Let us once 
again look at the facts and the accu
racy of that. I am informed by the 
White House that 70 percent of all of 
the revenues that have to be raised will 
be incurred by the rich. 

Once again, let us look at the facts, 
and let us not just put rhetoric out 
there to stir up and to place fear in the 
minds of the American people. We can 
play games with the American people if 
we want to, but in the long run, and in 
the final analysis who will suffer from 
this? Not Democrats who are trying to 
work with the President, but Ameri
cans, whether they be Democrats or 
Republicans, who are out there looking 
for leadership from all of us. They will 
be looking tonight. They will be look
ing tonight at this greater than they 
do the Grammy Awards, greater than 
they do the American Music Awards, 
greater than they do the Super Bowl. 
This is the Super Bowl of all Super 
Bowls. People are waiting to see not 
only what the President has to say, but 
they are going to be waiting, and they 
are going to be listening to see what we 
have to say after the President speaks, 
for in effect, Mr. Speaker, the deafen
ing silence or the cacophony of criti
cism after the President speaks will be 
what people will be looking for and lis
tening for. They will be listening to see 
the tirade of those who are quick to 
just criticize on the sidelines, or they 
will be listening to see if those who 
want to come into the harmony of sup
port and to help put this country back 
on track, and to create the economic 
engine and vehicle that will respond to 
the despair and pain that many Ameri
cans are feeling out there. 

Yes, there is taxation, but these is 
also investment. Yes, there are spend
ing cuts, but there is also investment. 

Yes, the President is coming tonight 
with a comprehensive economic pack
age, and we owe it to him, but even 
more importantly we owe it to this 
country and to the citizens to listen 
with fair ears and a watchful heart to 
make sure that his plan has an oppor
tunity to be burst into reality. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California on the 
other side of the aisle. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I really appreciate my colleague, 
MAJOR OWENS, yielding. I have come to 
the floor to suggest to the majority 
leader as well as to my colleague from 
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New York that there is a very, very siz
able percentage of the Members of the 
House on both sides of the aisle who 
have come to this Congress with hopes 
that this President will succeed. In a 
bipartisan way we want to support a 
program that will turn our ailing econ
omy around. It is my hope that that 
this program will mean jobs that will 
overcome the impact of a huge deficit 
and national debt. 

There is little doubt that the people 
of San Bernardino Inyo counties, a 
largely rural, conservative district, 
have said time and time again to 
straighten out our economy we are 
willing to share a bit of the pain, as 
long as it is spread across the board 
equally. 

I must tell you that as a result of the 
President's preliminary presentation 
on Monday night, those same people 
who were willing to share the pain 
have responded with some serious con
cerns about what they think they are 
going to hear. That is, they heard from 
the President's remarks that those tax
payers earning over $250,000 were going 
to bear the burden. Now the President 
has indicated that families earning 
$100,000 will feel the pain of new taxes. 
They heard that the initial pain might 
be felt by the senior citizens who were 
recipients of Social Security. They are 
very concerned that maybe the Presi
dent is redefining where he will raise 
the revenues necessary to carry for
ward this investment, and indeed, my 
constituents, I can tell you, and I 
think people across this country are 
waiting tonight to hear specifics from 
the President. Just how is he planning 
to go about cutting the rate of growth 
of government. We are never going to 
handle the deficit problem unless we 
can get a handle on the growth of gov
ernment. 

As I stated earlier, I am here in a bi
partisan sense, to suggest to our Presi
dent that maybe his greatest probiem 
has to do with this very House. This 
House tends to want to spend money. 
And there is little doubt, that the 
Presidents of the past 12 years have 
faced a similar challenge. 

Mr. OWENS. I thank the gentleman 
for his remarks and appreciate his un
derstanding of the complexity of the 
situation. I look forward to his support 
as the President and the Congress seek 
to educate the American people on just 
how complex our economy is. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri, our majority leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. I appreciate my 
friend from California being here and 
entering into our discussion tonight. 

I do not want to announce. the Presi
dent's plan before he is able to do it. I 
do again say and hope that all of our 
people, both in the House and all over 
the country, will take the time to 

study and analyze this plan before we 
pronounce judgment on it. There are a 
lot of ways to state facts, some of 
which can be misconstrued. And we are 
an impatient people. We like to make 
judgments quickly. 

I just hope everyone will stop and 
study before they decide whether or 
not the totality of this program is a 
good one or a bad one. 

Middle-income taxes is one area 
where there probably will be a lot of 
misunderstanding. As the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LEWIS] stated, the 
President the other night said that 
most of the taxes will be paid by people 
who earn $100,000 a year or more. One 
of the things I learned today, and 
which will be I am sure revealed to
night, is that there will not be an in
come tax increase for 98.5 percent of 
the American people. That is another 
way of stating the facts of this pro
gram. 

Another fact that will come out to
night is that if people are on Social Se
curity and are being taxed as they al
ready are under Social Security, under 
this program if they are not paying tax 
now under Social Security they will 
not pay tax on their Social Security. 
So it only affects the people who again 
are higher income and also getting So
cial Security. 

I say all of this simply again to hope 
that all of us will take the time to 
study, read and understand the totality 
of this package. There will be some 
who will want to pass judgment to
night, right after the speech, to say 
that it is a good or a bad program. This 
is a big change. The President got 
elected to try to perform change. He 
has worked hard with his people, Leon 
Panetta, our former colleague who was 
the budget chairman here, and Lloyd 
Bentsen, our former colleague from the 
Senate, and all of the other members of 
the administration have worked hard 
over the past weeks to put this pro
gram together. The President deserves 
and they deserve our willingness to 
study it and to analyze it, and to think 
about it, and then to make up our 
mind. 

To my friends on the other side of 
the aisle, I know we are not likely to 
get many votes on the other side of the 
aisle. We have some fundamental dif
ferences about many of these budg
etary matters. I accept that. 
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We would be in a gosh-awful mess in 

this country if everybody saw every
thing the same way. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I must say that all of us hope the 
President's program is successful. The 
pain that will be felt by all of our con
stituents, if it is not successful, is too 
much to bear. 

But when the emphasis is upon more 
spending rather than reducing the rate 
of growth of government, more taxes 
rather than reducing the rate of 
growth of government, it strikes me, at 
least my people, that he may be on the 
wrong path at the beginning. I hope he 
will provide us with specific detail as 
to how he is going to reduce the rate of 
growth of government tonight. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. I can assure the 
gentleman that will be detailed. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
McDERMOTT] for a closing statement. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
just wanted to enter an editorial from 
the Seattle Post-Intelligence which 
says: 

Our job, as responsible citizens, is to listen 
closely and carefully to what the President 
has to say, to evaluate his proposals not 
from the insular, what's-in-it-for-me per
spective that was so vogue in the 1980's but 
from the perspective of what is right and 
best for the economic health of this Nation 
in the decade, and century, to come. 

CLINTON'S CALL To PAY THE BILLS 

One thing would have been worse than 
President Clinton breaking his campaign 
promise of a tax cut for the middle class: 
keeping it. 

Just as we faulted George Bush less for 
breaking his "read-my-lips" pledge on tax 
increases than for making it in the first 
place, we see a larger risk in Clinton trying 
to cling to a hustings pitch that has been 
overtaken by the reality of a burgeoning def
icit. 

So Clinton's mea culpa during his brief 
Monday night television chat sets the appro
priate mood for what he will say to Congress 
and the rest of us tonight. 

What we can expect the president to tell us 
tonight is that the time has come for shared 
sacrifice; shared as fairly as possible across 
the full range of American society. 

What we hope the president will say to
night is that it ls time for the generation of 
Americans that has consumed so much of the 
world's resources and spent so much of its 
children's and grandchildren's money to pay 
the piper. 

The prosperity of the last decade was 
largely purchased on credit, and the credit 
cards are "maxed" out. 

Expect the president to call upon all of us 
to support a federal government that not 
only spends less money but spends it more 
efficiently, and to support a system of fair 
and progressive taxation that can begin to 
retire the nation's massive debt. 

Our job, as responsible citizens, is to listen 
closely and carefully to what the president 
has to say, to evaluate his proposals not 
from the insular, what's-in-it-for-me per
spective that was so vogue in the 1980s but 
from the perspective of what is right and 
best for the economic health of this nation 
in the decade, and century, to come. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a concurrent resolution of 
the House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 39. Concurrent resolu
tion providing for a joint session of 
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Congress to receive a message from the 
President. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
MINGE). The Chair desires to make an 
announcement on behalf of the 
Speaker. 

After consultation with the majority 
and minority leaders, and with their 
consent and approval , the chair an
nounces that tonight when the two 
Houses meet in joint session to hear an 
address by the President of the United 
States, only the doors immediately op
posite the Speaker and those on his left 
and right will be open. 

No one will be allowed on the floor of 
the House who does not have the privi
lege of the floor of the House. 

Due to the large attendance which is 
anticipated, the Chair feels that the 
rule regarding the privilege of the floor 
must be strictly adhered to. 

Children of Members will not be per
mitted on the floor, and the coopera
tion of all Members is requested. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair declares the House in recess until 
approximately 8:40 p.m. for the purpose 
of receiving in joint session the Presi
dent of the United States. 

Accordingly [at 6 o'clock and 3 min
utes p.m.], the House stood in recess 
until approximately 8:40 p.m. 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker at 8 
o'clock and 43 minutes p.m. 

JOINT SESSION OF THE HOUSE 
AND SENATE HELD PURSUANT 
TO THE PROVISIONS OF HOUSE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 39 TO 
HEAR AN ADDRESS BY THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The SPEAKER of the House presided. 
The Doorkeeper, the Honorable 

James T. Molloy, announced the Vice 
President and Members of the U.S. 
Senate, who entered the Hall of the 
House of Representatives, the Vice 
President taking the chair at the right 
of the Speaker, and the Members of the 
Senate the seats reserved for them. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
as members of the committee on the 
part of the House to escort the Presi
dent of the United States into the 
Chamber: 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT]; 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR]; 

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER]; 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
FAZIO]; 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
THORNTON]; 

The gentlewoman from Arkansas 
[Ms. LAMBERT]; 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL]; 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH]; 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY]; 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE]; 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
DICKEY]; and 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HUTCHINSON]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Presi
dent of the Senate, at the direction of 
that body, appoints the following Sen
ators to escort the President of the 
United States into the House Chamber: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD]; 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCH
ELL]; 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
FORD]; 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
PRYOR]; 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
BREAUX]; 

The Senator from Maryland [Ms. MI
KULSKI]; 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE]; 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRA
HAM]; 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY]; 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. 
KRUEGER]; 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE]; 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 

SIMPSON]; 
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 

COCHRAN]; 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 

NICKLES]; 
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 

LOTT]; 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. 

GRAMM]; and 
The Senator from South Carolina 

(Mr. THURMOND]. 
The Doorkeeper announced the am

bassadors, ministers, and charge d'af
faires of foreign governments. 

The ambassadors, ministers, and 
charge d'affaires of foreign govern
ments entered the Hall of the House of 
Representatives and took the seats re
served for them. 

The Doorkeeper announced the Chief 
Justice of the United States and the 
Associate Justices of the Supreme 
Court. 

The Chief Justice of the United 
States and the Associate Justices of 
the Supreme Court entered the Hall of 
the House of Representatives and took 
the seats reserved for them in front of 
the Speaker's rostrum. 

The Doorkeeper announced the Cabi
net of the President of the United 
States. 

The members of the Cabinet of the 
President of the United States entered 
the Hall of the House of Representa
tives and took the seats reserved for 
them in front of the Speaker's rostrum. 

At 9 o'clock and 7 minutes p.m., the 
Doorkeeper announced the President of 
the United States. 

The President of the United States, 
escorted by the committee of Senators 
and Representatives, entered the Hall 
of the House of Representatives, and 
stood at the Clerk 's desk. 

[Applause, the Members rising.] 
The SPEAKER. Members of the Con

gress, I have the high privilege and the 
distinct honor of presenting to you the 
President of the United States. 

[Applause, the Members rising.] 
The PRESIDENT. Mr. President, Mr. 

Speaker, Members of the House and the 
Senate, distinguished Americans here 
as visitors in this Chamber, as am I, 
when Presidents speak to Congress and 
the Nation from this podium, typically 
they comment on the full range of 
challenges and opportunities that face 
the United States. But this is not an 
ordinary time, and for all the many 
tasks that require our attention, I be
lieve tonight that one calls on us to 
focus, to unite, and to act, and that is 
our economy. For more than anything 
else, our task tonight as Americans is 
to make our economy thrive again. 

Let me begin by saying that it has 
been too long, at least three decades, 
since a President has come and chal
lenged Americans to join him on a 
great national journey, not merely to 
consume the bounty of today, but to 
invest for a much greater one tomor
row. 

Like individuals, nations must ulti
mately decide how they wish to con
duct themselves, how they wish to be 
thought of by those with whom they 
live, and, later, how they wish to be 
judged by history. Like every individ
ual man and woman, nations must de
cide whether they are prepared to rise 
to the occasions history presents them. 

We have always been a people of 
youthful energy and daring spirit. And 
at this historic moment, as com
munism has fallen, as freedom is 
spreading around the world, as a global 
economy is taking shape before our 
eyes, Americans have called for 
change. And now it is up to those of us 
in this room to deliver for them. 

Our Nation needs a new direction. 
Tonight I present to you a comprehen
sive plan to set our Nation on that new 
course. 

I believe we will find our new direc
tion in the basic old values that 
brought us here over the last two cen
turies: a commitment to opportunity, 
to individual responsibility, to commu
nity, to work, to family, and to faith. 
We must now break the habits of both 
political parties and say there can be 
no more something for nothing, and 
admit, frankly, that we are all in this 
together. 



February 17, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2935 
The conditions which brought us as a 

Nation to this point are well known. 
Two decades of low productivity 
growth and stagnant wages; persistent 
unemployment and underemployment; 
years of huge government deficits and 
declining investment in our future; ex
ploding health care costs and lack of 
coverage for millions of Americans; le
gions of poor children; education and 
job training opportunities inadequate 
to the demands of this tough global 
economy. For too long we have drifted 
without a strong sense of purpose, of 
responsibility, or of community. And 
our political system so often has 
seemed paralyzed by special interest 
groups, by partisan bickering, and by 
the sheer complexity of our problems. 

I believe we can do better, because we 
remain the greatest nation of Earth, 
the world's strongest economy, the 
world's only military superpower. If we 
have the vision, the will, and the heart 
to make the changes we must, we can 
enter the 21st century with possibili
ties our parents could not even have 
imagined, and enter it having secured 
the American dream for ourselves and 
for future generations. 

I well remember 12 years ago Presi
dent Reagan stood at this very podium 
and told you and the American people 
that if our national debt were stacked 
in thousand-dollar bills, the stack 
would reach 67 miles into space. Well, 
today that stack would reach 267 miles. 

I tell you this not to assign blame for 
this problem. There is plenty of blame 
to go around, in both branches of the 
Government and both parties. The time 
has come for the blame to end. I did 
not seek this office to place blame. I 
come here tonight to accept respon
sibility, and I want you to accept re
sponsibility with me. And if we do 
right by this country, l do not care who 
gets the credit for it. 

The plan I offer you has four fun
damental components: 

First, it shifts our emphasis in public 
and private spending from consumption 
to investment, initially by jump-start
ing the economy in the short term and 
investing in our people, their jobs, and 
their incomes, over the long run. 

Second, it changes the rhetoric of the 
past into the actions of the present, by 
honoring work and families in every 
part of our public decisionmaking. 

Third, it substantially reduces the 
Federal deficit, honestly and credibly, 
by using in the beginning the most 
conservative estimates of government 
revenues, not as the executive branch 
has done so often in the past, using the 
most optimistic ones. 

Finally, it seeks to earn the trust of 
the American people by paying for 
these plans first with cuts in govern
ment waste and inefficiency. Second, 
with cuts, not gimmicks, in Govern
ment spending, and by fairness, for a 
change, in the way the burdens are 
borne. 
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Tonight I want to talk with you 
about what government can do, be
cause I believe government must do 
more. But let me say first that the real 
engine of economic growth in this 
country is the private sector. And, sec
ond, that each of us must be an engine 
of growth and change. The truth is that 
as government creates more oppor
tunity in this new and different time, 
we must also demand more responsibil
ity in return. 

Our immediate priority must be to 
create jobs, create jobs now. Some peo
ple say, well, we are in a recovery. We 
don't have to do that. Well, we all hope 
we are in a recovery, but we sure are 
not creating new jobs. And there is no 
recovery worth its salt that doesn't put 
the American people back to work. 

To create jobs and guarantee a 
strong recovery, I call on Congress to 
enact an immediate package of jobs in
vestments of over $30 billion to put 
people to work now, to create a half 
million jobs: jobs to rebuild our high
ways and airports, to renovate housing, 
to bring new life to rural communities, 
and to spread hope and opportunity 
among our Nation's youth. Especially I 
want to emphasize after the events of 
last year in Los Angeles and the count
less stories of despair in our cities and 
in our poor rural comm uni ties, this 
proposal will create almost 700,000 new 
summer jobs for displaced unemployed 
young people alone this summer. And 
tonight I invite America's business 
leaders to join us in this effort, so that 
together we can provide over 1 million 
summer jobs in cities and poor rural 
areas for our young people. 

Second, our plan looks beyond to
day's business cycle, because our aspi
rations extend into the next century. 
The heart of this plan deals with the 
long term. It is an investment program 
designed to increase public and private 
investment in areas critical to our eco
nomic future. And it has a deficit-re
duction program that will increase the 
savings available for the private sector 
to invest, will lower interest rates, will 
decrease the percentage of the Federal 
budget claimed by interest payments, 
and de~rease the risk of financial-mar
ket disruption that could adversely af
fect our economy. 

Over the long run, all this will bring 
us a higher rate of economic growth, 
improved productivity, more high
quality jobs, and an improved eco
nomic competitive position in the 
world. 

In order to accomplish both increased 
investment and deficit reduction, 
something no American Government 
has ever been called upon to do at the 
same time before, spending must be cut 
and taxes must be raised. The spending 
cuts I recommend were carefully 
thought through in a way to minimize 
any adverse economic impact, to cap
ture the peace dividend for investment 
purposes, and to switch the balance in 

the budget from consumption to more 
investment. The tax increases and the 
spending cuts were both designed to as
sure that the cost of this historic pro
gram to face and deal with our prob
lems will be borne by those who could 
readily afford it the most. 

Our plan is designed, furthermore, 
and perhaps in some ways most impor
tantly, to improve the health of Amer
ican business through lower interest 
rates, more incentives to invest, and 
better-trained workers. Because small 
business has created such a high per
centage of all the new jobs in our Na
tion over the last 10 or 15 years, our 
plan includes the boldest targeted in
centives for small business in history. 
We propose a permanent investment 
tax credit for the smallest firms in this 
country, with revenues under $5 mil
lion. That is about 90 percent of the 
firms in America, employing about 40 
percent of the work force, but creating 
a big majority of the net new jobs in 
more than a decade. 

We propose new rewards for entre
preneurs to take new risks. We propose 
to give small business access to all the 
new technologies of our time, and we 
propose to attack this credit crunch, 
which has denied small business the 
credit they need to flourish and pros
per. 

With a new network of community 
development banks, and $1 billion to 
make the dream of enterprise zones 
real, we propose to bring new hope and 
new jobs to storefronts and factories 
from south Boston to south Texas to 
south-central Los Angeles. 

This plan invests in our roads, our 
bridges, our transit systems, in high
speed railways, and high-tech informa
tion systems, and it provides the most 
ambitious environmental cleanup in 
partnership with State and local gov
ernment of our time, to put people to 
work and to preserve the environment 
for our future. 

Standing as we are on the edge of a 
new century, we know that economic 
growth depends as never before on 
opening up new markets overseas and 
expanding the volume of world trade. 
And so we will insist on fair trade rules 
in international markets as a part of a 
national economic strategy to expand 
trade, including the successful comple
tion of the latest round of world trade 
talks and the successful completion of 
a North American Free Trade Agree
ment with appropriate safeguards for 
our workers and for the environment. 
At the same time, and I say this to you 
in both parties and across America to
night, all the people who are listening, 
it is not enough to pass a budget or 
even to have a trade agreement. The 
world is changing so fast that we must 
have aggressive targeted attempts to 
create the high-wage jobs of the future. 
That is what all our competitors are 
doing. Special attention to those criti
cal industries that are going to explode 
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in the 21st century, but are in trouble 
in America today, like aerospace. We 
must provide special assistance to 
areas and to workers displaced by cuts 
in the defense budget and by other un
avoidable economic dislocations. 

Again I will say that we must do this 
together. I pledge to you that I will do 
my best to see that business and labor 
and government work together for a 
change. 

But all of our efforts to strengthen 
the economy will fail-let me say this 
again, I feel so strongly about thi&-all 
of our efforts to strengthen the econ
omy will fail unless we also take this 
year, not next year, not 5 years from 
now, but this year, bold steps to reform 
our health care system. 

In 1992 we spent 14 percent of our in
come on health care, more than 30 per
cent more than any other country in 
the world, and yet we were the only ad
vanced nation that did not provide a 
basic package of health care benefits to 
all of its citizens. Unless we change the 
present pattern, 50 percent of the 
growth in the deficit between now and 
the year 2000 will be in heal th care 
costs. By the year 2000 almost 20 per
cent of our income will be in heal th 
care. Our families will never be secure, 
our businesses will never be strong, and 
our Government will never again be 
fully solvent until we tackle the health 
care crisis. We must do it this year. 

The combination of the rising cost of 
care and the lack of care and the fear 
of losing care are endangering the secu
rity and the very lives of millions of 
our people, and they are weakening our 
economy every day. Reducing health 
care costs can liberate literally hun
dreds of billions of dollars for new in
vestment in growth and jobs. Bringing 
health costs in line with inflation 
would do more for the private sector in 
this country than any tax cut we could 
give and any spending program we 
could promote. Reforming health care 
over the long run is critically essential 
to reducing not only our deficit, but to 
expanding investment in America. 

Later this spring, after the First 
Lady and many good people who are 
helping her all across the country com
plete their work, I will deliver to Con
gress a comprehensive plan for heal th 
care reform that finally will bring 
costs under control and provide secu
rity to all of our families, so that no 
one will be denied the coverage they 
need, but so that our economic future 
will not be compromised either. We 
will have to root out fraud and over
charges and make sure that paperwork 
no longer chokes your doctor. We will 
have to maintain the highest American 
standards, and the right to choose, and 
a system that is the world's finest for 
all those who can access it. But first 
we must make choices. We must choose 
to give the American people the qual
ity they demand and deserve with a 
system that will not bankrupt the 

country or further drive more Ameri
cans into agony. 

Let me further say that I want to 
work with all of you on this. I realize 
this is a complicated issue. But we 
must address it. And I believe if there 
is any chance that Democrats or Re
publicans who disagree on taxes or 
spending or anything else can agree on 
one thing, surely we can all look at 
these numbers and go home and tell 
our people the truth-we cannot con
tinue these spending patterns in public 
or private dollars for health care for 
less and less and less every year. We 
can do better. 

Perhaps the most fundamental 
change the new direction I propose of
fers is its focus on the future and its 
investment which I seek in our chil
dren. Each day we delay really making 
a commitment to our children carries a 
dear cost. Half of the two-year-olds in 
this country today don't receive the 
immunizations they need against dead
ly diseases. Our plan will provide them 
for every eligible child, and we know 
now that we will save $10 later for 
every $1 we spend by eliminating pre
ventable childhood diseases. That is a 
good investment no matter how you 
measure it. 

The Women, Infants, and Children 
nutrition program will be expanded so 
that every expectant mother who needs 
the help gets it. 

We all know that Head Start, a pro
gram that prepares children for school, 
is a success story. We all know that it 
saves money. But today it just reaches 
barely over a third of all the eligible 
children. Under this plan every eligible 
child will be able to get a head start. 
This is not just the right thing to do, it 
is the smart thing to do. For every dol
lar we invest today, we will save three 
tomorrow. We have to start thinking 
about tomorrow. I've heard that some
where before. 

We have to ask more in our schools, 
of our students, our teachers, our prin
cipals, our parents. Yes, we must give 
them the resources they need to meet 
high standards. But we must also use 
the authority and the influence and the 
funding of the Education Department 
to promote strategies that really work 
in learning. Money alone is not enough. 
We have to do what really works to in
crease learning in our schools. 

All of our high school graduates need 
some further education in order to be 
competitive in this global economy, so 
we have to establish a partnership be
tween businesses and education and the 
Government for apprenticeship pro
grams in every State in this country to 
give our people the skills they need. 

Lifelong learning will benefit not 
just young high school graduates, but 
workers too throughout their careers. 
The average 18-year-old today will 
change jobs seven times in a lifetime. 
We have done a lot in this country on 
worker training in the last few years, 

but the system is too fractured. We 
must develop a unified, simplified, sen
sible, streamlined worker training pro
gram so that workers receive the train
ing they need, regardless of why they 
lost their jobs or whether they simply 
need to learn something new to keep 
them. We have got to do better than 
this. 

Finally, I propose a program that got 
a great · response from the American 
people all across this country last year, 
a program of national service to make 
college loans available to all Ameri
cans, and to challenge them at the 
same time to give something back to 
their country-as teachers, or police 
officers, or as community service 
workers. To give them the option to 
pay the loans back, but at tax time, so 
they can't beat the bill, but to encour
age them instead to pay it back by 
making their country stronger and 
making their country better, and giv
ing us the benefit of their time. 

A generation ago when President 
Kennedy proposed and the United 
States Congress embraced the Peace 
Corps, it defined the character of a 
whole generation of Americans com
mitted to serving people around the 
world. In this national service program 
we will provide more than twice as 
many slots for people before they go to 
college to be in national service than 
ever served in the Peace Corps. This 
program could do for this generation of 
Members of Congress what the Land 
Grant College Act did and what the 
G.I. Bill did for former Congressmen. In 
the future historians who got their 
education through the national service 
loan will look back on you and thank 
you for giving America a new lease on 
life if you meet this challenge. 

If we believe in jobs and we believe in 
learning, we must believe in rewarding 
work. If we believe in restoring the val
ues that make America special, we 
must believe that there is dignity in all 
work, and there must be dignity for all 
workers. To those who care for our 
sick, who tend our children, who do our 
most difficult and tiring jobs, the new 
direction I propose will make this sol
emn, simple commitment: by expand
ing the refundable earned income tax 
credit, we will make history. We will 
reward the work of millions of working 
poor Americans by realizing the prin
ciple that if you work 40 hours a week 
and you have got a child in the house, 
you will no longer be in poverty. 

Later this year we will offer a plan to 
end welfare as we know it. I have 
worked on this issue for the better part 
of a decade, and I know from personal 
conversations with many people, that 
no one, no one wants to change the 
welfare system, as badly as those who 
are trapped in it. 

I want to offer the people on welfare 
the education, the training, the child 
care, and the health care they need to 
get back on their feet. But, say, after 2 
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years, they must get back to work too, 
in private business if possible, in public 
service if necessary. We have to end 
welfare as a way of life and make it a 
path to independence and dignity. 

Our next great goal should be to 
strengthen our families. I compliment 
the Congress for passing the Family 
and Medical Leave Act as a good first 
step, but it is time to do more. This 
plan will give this country the tough
est child support enforcement system 
it has ever had. It is time to demand 
that people take responsibility for the 
children they bring into this world. 

I ask you to help to protect our fami
lies against the violent crime which 
terrorizes our people and which tears 
our communities apart. We must pass a 
tough crime bill. I support not only the 
bill which did not quite make it to the 
President's desk last year, but also an 
initiative to put 100,000 more police of
ficers on the street, to provide boot 
camps for first-time nonviolent offend
ers, for more space for the hardened 
criminals in jail, and I support an ini
tiative to do what we can to keep guns 
out of the hands of criminals. Let me 
say this: I will make you this bargain; 
if you will pass the Brady bill, I will 
sure sign it. 

Let me say now we should move to 
the harder parts. I think it is clear to 
every American, including every Mem
ber of Congress of both parties, that 
the confidence of the people who pay 
our bills in our institutions in Wash
ington is not high. We must restore it. 
We must begin again to make govern
ment work for ordinary taxpayers, not 
simply for organized interest groups. 
And that beginning will start with real 
political reform. 

I am asking the United States Con
gress to pass a real campaign finance 
reform bill this year. I ask you to in
crease the participation of the Amer
ican people by passing the motor-voter 
bill promptly. I ask you to deal with 
the undue influence of special interests 
by passing a bill to end the tax deduc
tion for lobbying and to act quickly to 
require all the people who lobby you to 
register as lobbyists by passing the lob
bying registration bill. 

Believe me, they were cheering that 
last section at home. I believe lobby re
form and campaign finance reform are 
a sure path to increased popularity for 
Republicans and Democrats alike, be
cause it says to the voters back home, 
this is your House, this is your Senate. 
We are your hired hands, and every 
penny we draw is your money. 

Next to revolutionize government we 
have to ensure that we live within our 
means, and that should start at the top 
and with the White House. In the last 
few days I have announced a cut in the 
White House staff of 25 percent, saving 
approximately $10 million. I have or
dered administrative cuts in budgets of 
agencies and departments. I have cut 
the Federal bureaucracy, or will over 

the next 4 years, by approximately 
100,000 positions, for a combined sav
ings of S9 billion. 

It is time for government to dem
onstrate in the condition we are in 
that we can be as frugal as any house
hold in America. And that is why I also 
want to congratulate the Congress. I 
noticed in meeting with the leadership 
today that Congress cut its cost. I 
think that is important. I think it will 
send a very clear signal to the Amer
ican people. 

But if we really want to cut spend
ing, we are going to have to do more. 
And some of it will be difficult. To
night I call for an across-the-board 
freeze in Federal Government salaries 
for 1 year. Thereafter, during this 4-
year period, I recommend that salaries 
rise at one point lower than the cost
of-li ving allowance normally involved 
in Federal pay increases. 

Next I recommend that we make 150 
specific budget cuts, as you know, and 
that all those who say we should cut 
more be as specific as I have been. 

Finally, let me say to my friends on 
both sides of the aisle, it is not enough 
simply to cut government. We have to 
rethink the whole way it works. When 
I became President I was amazed at 
just the way the White House worked 
in ways that added lots of money to 
what taxpayers had to pay, outmoded 
ways that didn' t take maximum advan
tage of technology and did not do 
things that any business would have 
done years ago to save taxpayers 
money. So I want to bring a new spirit 
of innovation into every government 
department. I want to push education 
reform, as I said, not just to spend 
more money, but to really improve 
learning. Some things work and some 
things don't. We ought to be subsidiz
ing the things that work, and discour
aging the things that don't. 

I would like to use that Superfund to 
clean up pollution for a change, and 
not just pay lawyers. 

We must use Federal bank regulators 
to protect the security and safety of 
our financial institutions, but they 
should not be used to continue the 
credit crunch and to stop people from 
making sensible loans. 

I would like for us to not only have 
welfare reform, but to reexamine the 
whole focus of all of our programs that 
help people, to shift them from entitle
ment programs to empowerment pro
grams. In the end, we want people not 
to need us any more, and I think that 
is important. 

But in the end, we have to get back 
to the deficit. For years, there has been 
a lot of talk about it, but very few 
credible efforts to deal with it. And 
now I understand why, having dealt 
with the real numbers for 4 weeks. But 
I believe this plan does. It tackles the 
budget deficit seriously, and over the 
long term. It puts in place one of the 
biggest deficit reductions and one of 

the biggest changes in Federal prior
ities, from consumption to investment, 
in the history of this country at the 
same time over the next four years. 

Let me say to all the people watching 
us tonight who will ask me these ques
tions beginning tomorrow as I go 
around the country, who have asked it 
in the past, we are not cutting the defi
cit just because experts say it is the 
thing to do or because it has some in
trinsic merit. We have to cut the defi
cit because the more we spend paying 
off the debt, the less tax dollars we 
have to invest in jobs, in education, 
and the future of this country. And the 
more money we take out of the pool of 
available savings, the harder it is for 
people in the private sector to borrow 
money at affordable interest rates for a 
college loan for their children, for a 
home mortgage, or to start a new busi
ness. That is why we have got to reduce 
the debt, because it is crowding out 
other activities that we ought to be en
gaged in and that the American people 
ought to be engaged in. 

We cut the deficit so that our chil
dren will be able to buy a home, so that 
our companies can invest in the future, 
in retraining its workers, and so that 
our government can make the kinds of 
investments we need to be a stronger 
and smarter and safer Nation. 

If we don't act now, you and I might 
not even recognize this government 10 
years from now. If we just stay with 
the same trends of the last 4 years, by 
the end of the decade the deficit will be 
$635 billion a year, almost 80 percent of 
our gross domestic product. And pay
ing the interest on that debt will be 
the costliest government program of 
all. We will still be the world's largest 
debtor. And when Members of Congress 
come here, they will be devoting over 
20 cents on the dollar to interest pay
ments, more than half of the budget to 
health care and to other entitlements, 
and you will come here and deliberate 
and argue over 6 or 7 cents on the dol
lar, no matter what America's prob
lems are. 

We will not be able to have the inde
pendence we need to chart the future 
that we must, and we will be terribly 
dependent on foreign funds for a large 
portion of our investment. 

This budget plan, by contrast, will by 
1997 cut $140 billion in that year alone 
from the deficit, a real spending cut, a 
real revenue increase, a real deficit re
duction, using the independent num
bers of the Congressional Budget Of
fice. 

Well, you can laugh, my fellow Re
publicans, but I will point out that the 
Congressional Budget Office was nor
mally more conservative about what 
was going to happen and closer to right 
than previous Presidents have been. I 
did this so that we could argue about 
priorities with the same set of num
bers. 

I did this so no one could say I am es
timating my way out of this difficulty. 
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I did this because if we can agree to
gether on the most prudent revenues 
we are likely to get if the recovery 
stays and we do right things economi
cally, then it will turn out better for 
the American people than we say. In 
the last 12 years, because there were 
differences over the revenue estimates, 
you and I know that both parties were 
given greater elbow room for irrespon
sibility. This is tightening the rein on 
the Democrats as well as the Repub
licans. Let's at least argue about the 
same set of numbers so the American 
people will think we are being straight 
with them. 

As I said earlier, my recommendation 
makes more than 150 difficult reduc
tions to cut the Federal spending by a 
total of $246 billion. We are eliminating 
programs that are no longer needed, 
such as nuclear power research and de
velopment. We are slashing subsidies 
and cancelling wasteful projects. Many 
of these programs were justified in 
their time. A lot of them are difficult 
for me to recommend reduction in. 
Some really tough ones for me person
ally. I recommend that we reduce in
terest subsidies to the Rural Electric 
Administration. This is a difficult 
thing for me to recommend. But I 
think that I cannot exempt the things 
that exist in my State or in my experi
ence if I ask you to deal with things 
that are difficult for you to deal with. 
We are going to have no sacred cows, 
except the fundamental abiding inter
ests of the American people. 

I have to say that we all know our 
government has been just great at 
building programs. The time has come 
to show the American people that we 
can limit them, too. We cannot only 
start things, but we can actually stop 
things. As we restructure our military 
forces to meet the new threats of the 
post-Cold War World, it is true that we 
can responsibly reduce our defense 
budget. And we may all doubt what 
that range of reduction is. But let me 
say that as long as I am President, I 
will do everything I can to make sure 
that the men and women who serve 
under the American Flag will remain 
the best trained, the best prepared, the 
best equipped fighting force in the 
world, and every one of you should 
make that solemn pledge. We still have 
responsibilities around the world. We 
are the world's only superpower. This 
is still a dangerous and uncertain time. 
And we owe it to the people in uniform 
to make sure that we adequately pro
vide for the national defense and for 
their interests and needs. 

Backed by an effective national de
fense and a stronger economy, our Na
tion will be prepared to lead a world 
challenge, as it is everywhere, by eth
nic conflicts, by the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction, by the 
global democratic revolution, and by 
challenges to the health of our global 
environrnen t. 

I know this economic plan is ambi
tious, but I honestly believe it is nec
essary for the continued greatness of 
the United States. And I think it is 
paid for fairly, first by cutting govern
ment, then by asking the most of those 
who benefited the most in the past, and 
by asking more Americans to contrib
ute today so that all of us can prosper 
tomorrow. 

For the wealthiest, those earning 
more than $180,000 per year, I ask you 
who are listening tonight to support a 
raise in the top rate for Federal income · 
taxes from 31 to 36 percent. We rec
ommend a 10 percent surtax on in
comes over $250,000 a year. And we rec
ommend closing some loopholes that 
let some people get away without pay
ing any tax at all. 

For businesses with taxable incomes 
in excess of $10 million, we recommend 
a raise in the corporate tax rate also to 
36 percent, as well as a cut in the de
duction for business entertainment ex
penses. 

Our plan seeks to attack tax sub
sidies that actually reward companies 
more for shutting their operations 
down here and moving them overseas 
than for staying here and reinvesting 
in America. I say that as someone who 
believes that American companies 
should be free to invest around the 
world and as a former Governor who 
actively sought investment of foreign 
companies in my State. But the Tax 
Code should not express a preference to 
American companies for moving some
where else, and it does in particular 
places today. 

We will seek to ensure that through 
effective tax enforcement, foreign cor
porations who do make money in 
America simply pay the same taxes 
that American companies make on the 
same income. 

To middle-class Americans who have 
paid a great deal for the last 12 years, 
and from whom I ask a contribution to
night, I will say again, as I did on Mon
day night, you are not going alone any
more, you are certainly not going first, 
and you are not going to pay more for 
less as you have too often in the past. 

I want to emphasize the facts about 
this plan: 98.8 percent of America's 
families will have no increase in their 
income-tax rates, only 1.2 percent at 
the top. 

Let me be clear: There will also be no 
new cuts in benefits for Medicare. As 
we move toward the fourth year with 
the explosion in health care costs, as I 
said, expected to account for 50 percent 
of the growth in the deficit between 
now and the year 2000, there must :t>e 
planned cuts in payments to providers, 
to doctors, to hospitals, to labs, as a 
way of controlling health care costs. 
But I see these only as a stopgap until 
we can reform the entire health care 
system. If you will let me do that, we 
can be fair to the providers and to the 
consumers of health care. 

Let me repeat this, because I know it 
matters to a lot of you on both sides of 
the aisle. This plan does not make a 
recommendation for new cuts in Medi
care benefits for any beneficiary. 

Secondly, the only change we are 
making in Social Security is one that 
has already been publicized. The plan 
does ask older Americans with higher 
incomes who do not rely solely on So
cial Security to get by to contribute 
more. This plan will not affect the 80 
percent of Social Security recipients 
who do not pay taxes on Social Secu
rity now. Those who do not pay tax on 
Social Security now will not be af
fected by this plan. 

Our plan does include a broad-based 
tax on energy. And I want to tell you 
why I selected this and why I think it 
is a good idea. I recommend that we 
adopt a BTU tax on the heat content of 
energy as the best way to provide us 
with revenue to lower the deficit, be
cause it also combats pollution, pro
motes energy efficiency, promotes the 
independence economically of this 
country, as well as helping to reduce 
the debt, and because it does not dis
criminate against any area. Unlike a 
carbon tax, it is not too hard on the 
coal States. Unlike a gas tax, it is not 
too tough on people who drive a long 
way to work. Unlike an ad valorem 
tax, it doesn't increase just when the 
price of an energy source goes up. And 
it is environmentally responsible. It 
will help us in the future, as well as in 
the present, with the deficit. 

Taken together, these measures will 
cost an American family with an in
come of about $40,000 a year less than 
$17 a month. It will cost American fam
ilies with incomes under $30,000 noth
ing because of other programs we pro
pose, principally those raising the 
earned income tax credit. 

Because of our publicly stated deter
mination to reduce the deficit, if we do 
these things we will see the continu
ation of what has happened just since 
the election. Just since the election, 
since the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, and others have 
begun to speak out publicly in favor of 
a tough deficit-reduction plan, interest 
rates have continued to fall long-term. 
That means that, for the middle class 
who will pay something more each 
month, if they have any credit needs or 
demands, their increased energy costs 
will be more than offset by lower inter
ests costs for mortgages, consumer 
loans, and credit cards. This can be a 
wise investment for them and their 
country now. 

I would also point out what the 
American people already know, and 
that is because we are a big vast coun
try, where we drive long distances, we 
have maintained far lower burdens on 
energy than any other advanced coun
try. We will still have far lower bur
dens on energy than any other ad-
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vanced country, and these will be 
spread fairly, with real attempts to 
make sure that no cost is imposed on 
families with income under $30,000, and 
that the costs are very modest until 
you get into the higher income groups 
where the income taxes trigger in. 

Now I ask all of you to consider this. 
Whatever you think of the tax pro
gram, whatever you think of the spend
ing cuts, consider the cost of not 
changing. Remember the numbers that 
you all know. If we just keep on doing 
what we are doing, by the end of the 
decade we will have a $650 billion a 
year deficit. If we just keep on doing 
what we are doing, by the end of the 
decade 20 percent of our national in
come will go to health care every year, 
twice as much as any other country on 
the face of the globe. If we just keep on 
doing what we are doing, over 20 cents 
on the dollar will have to go to service 
the debt. 

Unless we have the courage now to 
start building our future and stop bor
rowing from it, we are condemning our
selves to years of stagnation, inter
rupted by occasional recessions; to 
slow growth in jobs, to no more growth 
in incomes, to more debt, to more dis
appointment. 

Worse yet, unless we change, unless 
we increase investment and reduce the 
debt, to raise productivity so that we 
can generate both jobs and incomes, we 
will be condemning our children and 
our children's children to a lesser life 
than we enjoyed. 

Once Americans looked forward to 
doubling their living standards every 25 
years. At present productivity rates, it 
will take 100 years to double living 
standards, until our grandchildren's 
grandchildren are born. I say that is 
too long to wait. 

Tonight the American people know 
we have to change. But they are also 
likely to ask me tomorrow, and all of 
you for the weeks and months ahead, 
whether we have the fortitude to make 
the changes happen in the right way. 

They know that as soon as I leave 
this Chamber and you go home, various 
interest groups will be out in force lob
bying against this or that piece of this 
plan, and that the forces of conven
tional wisdom will offer 1,000 reasons 
why we well ought to do this, but we 
just can't do it. Our people will be 
watching and wondering, not to see 
whether you disagree with me on a par
ticular issue, but just to see whether 
this is going to be business as usual, or 
a real new day. Whether we are all 
going to conduct ourselves as if we 
know we are working for them. 

We must scale the walls of the peo
ple's skepticism. Not with our words, 
but with our deeds. After so many 
years of gridlock and indecision, after 
so many hopeful beginnings and so few 
promising results, the American people 
are going to be harsh in their judg
ments of all of us if we fail to seize this 
moment. 

This economic plan can't please ev
erybody. If the package is picked apart, 
there will be something that will anger 
each of us. It won't please anybody. 
But if it is taken as a whole, it will 
help all of us. 

So I ask you all to begin by resisting 
the temptation to focus only on a par
ticular spending cut you don't like or 
some particular investment that 
wasn't made. And nobody likes the tax 
increases. But let's just face facts: For 
20 years, through administrations of 
both parties, incomes have stalled and 
debt has exploded and productivity has 
not grown as it should. We cannot deny 
the reality of our condition. We have 
got to play the hand we were dealt and 
play it as best we can. 

My fellow Americans, the test of this 
plan cannot be what is in it for me. It 
has got to be what is in it for us. 

If we work hard, and if we work to
gether, if we rededicate ourselves to 
creating jobs, to rewarding work, to 
strengthening our families, to re
inventing our Government, we can lift 
our country's fortunes again. 

Tonight I ask everyone in this Cham
ber, every American, to look simply 
into your own heart, to spark your own 
hopes, to fire your own imagination. 
There is so much good, so much possi
bility, so much excitement in this 
country now, that if we act boldly and 
honestly, as leaders should, our legacy 
will be one of prosperity and progress. 
This must be America's new direction. 
Let us summon the courage to seize it. 

Thank you. God bless America. 
[Applause, the Members rising.) 
At 10 o'clock and 13 minutes p.m., 

the President of the United States, ac
companied by the committee of escort, 
retired from the Hall of the House of 
Representatives. 

The Doorkeeper escorted the invited 
guests from the Chamber in the follow
ing order: 

The members of the President's Cabi
net. 

The Chief Justice of the United 
States and the Associate Justices of 
the Supreme Court. 

The ambassadors, ministers, and 
charge d'affaires of foreign govern
ments. 

JOINT SESSION DISSOLVED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The Chair declares the 
joint session of the two Houses now 
dissolved. 

Accordingly, at 10 o'clock and 16 
minutes the joint session of the two 
Houses was dissolved. 

The Members of the Senate retired to 
their Chamber. 

MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT RE
FERRED TO THE COMMITTEE OF 
THE WHOLE HOUSE ON THE 
STATE OF THE UNION 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the message of the President 

be ref erred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
and ordered printed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL) from 4:30 p.m. today, on ac
count of illness in the family. 

Mr. MCDADE, (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) on February 16, 17, and 18, on 
account of medical reasons. 

Mrs. LLOYD, (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of 
the week, on account of illness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. CRAPO) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. DELAY, for 60 minutes each day, 
today and on February 18. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 60 min
utes each day, on March 15, 16, 17, 18, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, 31, April 1, 2, 14, 15, 
16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30. 

Mr. SOLOMON, for 60 minutes each 
day, today and on February 23, 24, and 
25. 

Mr. DORNAN, for 60 minutes each day, 
on March 17, 23, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, 31, 
April 1, 2, 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 
27, 28, 29, and 30. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, for 5 min
utes, today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CONYERS, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. TUCKER, for 60 minutes, today 

and February 18 and 19. 
Mr. KOPETSKI, for 60 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DURBIN) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra:.. 
neous material:) 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. OBEY, for 5 minutes each day, on 
February 18, 23, and 24. 

Mr. OBEY, for 60 minutes each day, on 
February 19, 22, March 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 12, 18, 19, 23, 24, and 25. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. CRAPO) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BALLENGER. 
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Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. SOLOMON in three instances. 
Mr. WALSH. 
Mr. GEKAS. 
Mr. DUNCAN in two instances. 
Ms. SNOWE in two instances. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts) 
and to include extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. KENNELLY in two instances. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. 
Mr. CONDIT. 
Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
Mr. BLACKWELL. 
Mr. TOWNS. 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Mr. DELLUMS. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. BILBRAY. 
Mr. KLINK. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 10 o'clock and 17 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until Thurs
day, February 18, 1993, at 11 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

734. A letter from the Apprai.sal Sub
committee, Federal Financial Institutions 
Examination Council, transmitting the 
Council's 1992 annual report of the Appraisal 
Subcommittee, pursuant to Public Law 101-
73, section 1103(a.)(4) (103 Stat. 512); to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

735. A letter from the Auditor, District of 
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report 
entitled "Review of the Department of Pub
lic Work's Water and Sewer Utility Adminis
tration's Enterprise Fund Revenue and Ex
pend! tures," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
47-117(d); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

736. A letter from the Director, Agency for 
International Development, transmitting a 
report on economic conditions prevailing in 
Israel that may affect its ability to meet its 
international debt obligations and to sta
bilize its economy, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2346 
note; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

737. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin, transmitting the annual report 
under the Federal Managers' Financial In
tegrity Act for fiscal year 1992, pursuant to 
31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

738. A letter from the Secretary, Smithso
nian Institution, transmitting a copy of the 

National Society of the Daughters of the 
American Revolution's "Annual Proceedings 
of the One Hundred and First Continental 
Congress," pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 18(b); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (for himself, 
Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. GEPHARDT): 

R.R. 920. A bill to extend the emergency 
unemployment compensation program, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois: 
H.R. 921. A bill to amend the Higher Edu

cation Act of 1965 to require institutions of 
higher education to disclose participation 
rates, and program support expenditures, in 
college athletic programs, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
R.R. 922. A bill to amend the Social Secu

rity Act and related provisions of law to 
make miscellaneous improvements in the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
program; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CALLAHAN: 
R.R. 923. A bill to provide Federal recogni

tion of the Mowa Band of Choctaw Indians of 
Alabama; to the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. BALLENGER: 
R.R. 924. A bill to designate certain lands 

in the State of North Carolina as wilderness, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Natural Resources and Agri
culture. 

By Mr. BOEHNER (for himself, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. 
ZIMMER, and Mr. DELAY): 

H.R. 925. A bill to provide that any new tax 
increases shall not apply to individuals with 
taxable incomes under $200,000; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLINGER (for himself and Mr. 
SHUSTER): 

H.R. 926. A bill to amend the Federal A via
tion Act of 1958 to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to reduce under certain cir
cumstances the percentage of voting inter
ests of air carriers which are required to be 
owned or controlled by persons who are citi
zens of the United States; to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. COYNE: 
H.R. 927. A bill to designate the Pittsburgh 

Aviary in Pittsburgh, PA, as the National 
Aviary in Pittsburgh; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

R.R. 928. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide a full exemption 
from the volume cap on private activity 
bonds for bonds used to finance high-speed 
intercity rail facilities; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOSS: 
R.R. 929. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to simplify the application 
of employment taxes in the case of domestic 
services; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
R.R. 930. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code to allow a deduction for qualified 
adoption expenses, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 931. A bill to amend title II of the So
cial Security Act to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to issue to the trust funds 
under the old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance program certificates evidencing 
obligations of the United States held by such 
trust funds; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MANZULLO: 
R.R. 932. A bill to extend until January 1, 

1997, the existing suspension of duty on cer
tain monochrome glass envelopes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MAZZOLI (for himself and Mr. 
LANTOS): 

H.R. 933. A bill to implement for the Unit
ed States the United Nations Convention 
Against Torture and Other Cruel Inhumane 
or Degrading Treatment or Punishment; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAZZOLI: 
R.R. 934. A bill to amend title 28, United 

States Code, relating to jurisdictional immu
nities of foreign states, to grant jurisdiction 
to the courts of the United States in certain 
cases involving torture or extra.judicial kill
ing occurring in that state; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MINK: 
H.R. 935. A bill to provide for a Federal 

program of insurance against the risk of cat
astrophic earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, 
and hurricanes, and for other purposes; joint
ly, to the Committees on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs and Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

By Mr. MOAKLEY: 
R.R. 936. A bill to amend the Boston Na

tional Historical Park Act of 1974 to author
ize a cooperative agreement with the Boston 
Public Library for the distribution of infor
mational and interpretive materials relating 
to the park and to the Freedom Trail; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. PARKER (for himself, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. WHI'ITEN, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MFUME, 
Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. WYNN, Mr. DIXON, Miss 
COLLINS of Michigan, and Ms. NOR
TON): 

R.R. 937. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of the Margaret Walker Alexander Na
tional African-American Research Center; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. VOLKMER (for himself, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. HANCOCK, and Mr. 
SKELTON): 

H.R. 938. A bill to designate the Veterans 
Hospital in Kansas City, MO, the "Omar N. 
Bradley Veterans Hospital"; to the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BILBRAY: 
R.R. 939. A bill to extend the suspension of 

duty on three-dimensional cameras; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. BYRNE (for herself, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. WHEAT, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. PE
TERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. BROWN 
of California): 

H.R. 940. A bill to establish an entitlement 
program regarding the immunization of in
fants against vaccine-preventable diseases; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CAMP (for himself, Mr. HENRY, 
and Mr. HOBSON): 

H.R. 941. A bill to encourage soil and water 
protection and energy conservation among 
farmers, ranchers, forest industry, and for 
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other purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. CARDIN: 
H.R. 942. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to permit separate pay
ment to be made under part B of the Medi
care Program for the interpretation of elec
trocardiograms performed during an office 
visit; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (for him
self, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 
DEAL, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BALLENGER, 
and Mr. DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 943. A bill to amend the Federal A via
tion Act of 1958 to prohibit the issuance of a 
certificate of public convenience and neces
sity to an applicant which is controlled by a 
person who has controlled one or more air 
carriers which have filed, in the aggregate, 
two or more petitions for bankruptcy; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM (for himself, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. ZELIFF, 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. BARTLETT, 
and Mr. STUMP): 

H.R. 944. A bill to amend title IV of the So
cial Security Act to deny aid to families 
with dependent children to certain individ
uals for any week in which the individuals 
work or attend courses at an educational in
stitution for fewer than 30 hours; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DICKS: 
H.R. 945. A bill to amend the Public Health 

Service Act and the Social Security Act to 
increase the availability of primary and pre
ventive health care, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and 
Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FISH: 
H.R. 946. A bill authorizing the President 

to award posthumously the Medal of Honor 
or other appropriate military decoration to 
John Peter Manzi, killed in action on Sep
tember 7, 1967, in the Republic of Vietnam; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI: 
H.R. 947. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to allow a permanent incre
mental investment credit; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REGULA: 
H.R. 948. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for 
dividends paid by domestic corporations, to 
reduce the tax on capital gains from assets 
held for more than 3 years, and to restore the 
investment tax credit for certain property; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SANGMEISTER: 
H.R. 949. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to increase the amount of the 
loan guaranty for loans for the purchase or 
construction of homes; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 950. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide mortgage payment 
assistance to avoid foreclosure of home loans 
guaranteed under title 38, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

H.R. 951. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the payment of 
the cemetery plot allowance for veterans eli
gible for burial in a national cemetery but 
interred in a State veterans cemetery, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SARPALIUS: 
H.R. 952. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to adjust the $50 threshold 

for payment of Social Security taxes on 
wages paid for domestic service in a private 
home for inflation since the $50 threshold 
was established, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself and Mr. 
SAXTON): 

H.R. 953. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to extend the period dur
ing which Medicare-dependent, small rural 
hospitals receive additional payments under 
the Medicare Program for the operating 
costs of inpatient hospital services, to revise 
the criteria for determining whether hos
pitals are eligible for such additional pay
ments, and to provide additional payments 
under the Medicare Program to other Medi
care-dependent hospitals; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
H.R. 954. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of bone mass measurements for certain indi
viduals under part B of the Medicare Pro
gram; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ARCHER: 
H.R. 955. A bill to exempt semiconductors 

from the country of origin marking require
ments under the Tariff Act of 1930; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 956. A bill to amend the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States to clar
ify the classification of linear alkylbenzene 
sulfonates and linear alkylbenzene sulfonic 
acid; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
H.R. 957. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, and other provisions of law, to 
make them consistent with the Sentencing 
Reform Act of 1984; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. KENNELLY: 
H.R. 958. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code to simplify the earned income 
credit; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PRICE of North Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. HEF
NER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BAKER of Lou
isiana, Mr. MINETA, Mr. PENNY, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. STU.DDS, Mrs. CLAYTON, 
Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
BOUCHER, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. THOM
AS of Wyoming, Mr. WATT, Mr. KAN
JORSKI, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. ACKER
MAN, Mrs. MORELLA, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Illinoi$, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. HUGHES, 
Ms. LONG, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. SKAGGS, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 
LAROCCO, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. PARKER, 
Mr. v ALENTINE, Mr. w ASHINGTON' Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. RoHRABACHER, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. ANDREWS of 
Maine, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. BACCHUS 
of Florida, Mr. EVANS, Mr. WYDEN, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. ABER
CROMBIE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
OWENS, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. BARTLETT, and Mr. 
TUCKER): 

H.R. 959. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to restore the prior law ex
clusion for scholarships and fellowships and 
to restore the deduction for interest on edu-

cational loans; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.J. Res. 111. Joint resolution designating 

October 21, 1993, as "National Biomedical Re
search Day"; to the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FISH: 
H.J. Res. 112. Joint resolution to designate 

May 13, 1994, as "Irish Brigade-Marine Day"; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 
H.J. Res. 113. Joint resolution designating 

November 21, 1993, through November 27, 
1993, as "Christian Heritage Week"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.J. Res. 114. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States guaranteeing access to medical 
care to all citizens of the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DERRICK: 
H. Con. Res. 39. Concurrent resolution pro

viding for a joint session of Congress to re
ceive a message from the President; consid
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. DELAY: 
H. Con. Res. 40. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress in opposi
tion to the efforts of certain groups to im
pose a sexual agenda on the children of the 
United States; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. YATES: 
H. Con. Res. 41. Concurrent resolution per

mitting the use of the rotunda of the Capitol 
for a ceremony to commemorate the days of 
remembrance of victims of the Holocaust; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mrs. KENNELLY: 
H. Con. Res. 42. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
job opportunities and basic skills training 
program [JOBS] should be fully funded; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. BOEH
LERT' Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut, and Mr. BLUTE): 

H. Con. Res. 43. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that no 
new fee or tax should be levied on oil im
ported into the United States from foreign 
countries; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H. Res. 85. Resolution providing amounts 

from the contingent fund of the House for ex
penses of investigations and studies by the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology in the first session of the 103d Con
gress; to the Committee on House Adminis
tration. 

By Mr. BONIOR (for himself, Mr. DIN
GELL, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LEHMAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MOORHEAD, 
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
TOWNS, and Mr. VISCLOSKY): 

H. Res. 86. Resolution to express dis
satisfaction with the Republic of Azer
baijan's failure to work toward a peaceful 
and fair settlement to the dispute over 
Nagorno Karabagh by continuing the dev
astating blockade and economic boycott of 
the Republics of Armenia and Nagorno 
Karabagh; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr.CLAY: 
H. Res. 87. Resolution providing amounts 

from the contingent fund of the House for ex
penses of investigations and studies by the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 
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in the first session of the 103d Congress; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA: 
H. Res. 88. Resolution providing amounts 

from the contingent fund of the House for ex
penses of investigations and studies by the 
Committee on Agriculture in the first ses
sion of the 103d Congress; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
H. Res. 89. Resolution to amend the Rules 

of the House of Representatives to limit the 
size of committees to 25 members and to pro
hibit Members from serving on more than 
one standing committee; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. ZIMMER: 
H. Res. 90. Resolution amending the Rules 

of the House of Representatives to limit the 
availability of appropriations for office sala
ries and expenses, or for official mailing 
costs, of the House of Representatives to 1 
year; to prevent their obligation for any dif
ferent purpose; and to require excess 
amounts appropriated for either of these pur
poses to be used for open-market purchase of 
outstanding interest-bearing obligations of 
the Government; to the Committee on Rules. 

) 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XX.II. 
42. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of 

the House of Representatives of the State of 
New Hampshire, relative to the Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XX.II, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 4: Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
H.R. 18: Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. SWIFT, and Mrs. 

JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 21: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 

MCHUGH, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. SMITH of Or
egon, Mr. WP.EAT, Ms. DANNER, and Mr. LA
FALCE. 

H.R. 24: Mr. GRAMS, Mr. MACHTLEY, and 
Mr. TORKILDSEN. 

H.R. 26: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. COLEMAN, Miss COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FILNER, Ms. FURSE, 
Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. LEHMAN, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI. 

H.R. 39: Mr. v ALENTINE, Mr. Ev ANS, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. CLAY, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. SKAGGS, and Mr. DURBIN. 

H.R. 44: Mr. ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. BAC
CHUS of Florida, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BORSKI, 
Mr. BUYER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DIXON, Mr. EM
ERSON, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HALL of Texas, 
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
KING, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MAT
SUI, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
PICKETT, Mr. REED, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
SCOTT, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. TAY
LOR of North Carolina, Mr. TORRES, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. WISE, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida. 

H.R. 56: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. 
H.R. 57: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 
H.R. 58: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 64: Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 
H.R. 65: Mr. EVANS, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 

SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 66: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. 

PORTER. 

H.R. 68: Mr. EVANS and Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
H.R. 71: Mr. RAHALL. 
H.R. 93: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. KYL, Mr. OXLEY, 

Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. QUINN, Mr. INGLIS of South Caro
lina, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. PENNY. 

H.R. 109: Ms. SNOWE, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor
ida, and Mr. KLECZKA. 

H.R. 118: Mr. WASHINGTON, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Illinois, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. BRYANT. 

H.R. 142: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. PARKER, and 
Mr. DooLEY. 

H.R. 146: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. MCKEON, and Mr. 
BARTLETT of Maryland. 

H.R. 159: Mr. WILSON, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. 
HOKE, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. MCKEON, and 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 214: Mr. BUNNING, Mr. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. UPTON, Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, Ms. SHEP
HERD, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. Goss. 

H.R. 224: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. 
GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 240: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 266: Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. WISE, Mr. 

FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. AP
PLEGATE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. EVANS, Mr. DUR
BIN, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. HILLIARD, and Mr. 
SANDERS. 

H.R. 291: Mr. KING, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. RoMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. FROST, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. RoEMER, and Mr. 
LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 303: Mr. EVANS, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 325: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HAST
INGS, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. OXLEY, 
Mr. SPRATT, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. REED, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. HENRY, 
Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BACCHUS of 
Florida, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. SWIFT, Ms. NOR
TON. Mr. CLAY' Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BLACKWELL, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. SUNDQUIST, and Mr. SABO. 

H.R. 326: Mr. MOAKLEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Ms. NORTON, Mr. BLACKWELL, 
and Mr. SANDERS. 

H.R. 396: Mr. Cox, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. SCHIFF, 
and Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 

H.R. 410: Mr. ZIMMER and Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland. 

H.R. 411: Mr. WISE. 
H.R. 412: Mr. BOEHNER and Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 415: Mr. INHOFE. 
H.R. 417: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 

KYL, Mr. MCMILLAN, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. 
HENRY, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H.R. 425: Mr. BUNNING, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
COLEMAN, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIAZ
BALART, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
OXLEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RoGERS, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. 
YATES. 

H.R. 427: Mr. BUNNING, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
COLEMAN, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIAZ
BALART, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 

MAZZOLI, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
OXLEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RoGERS, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. 
YATES. 

H.R. 429: Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. INGLIS of South Caro
lina, Mr. KYL, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. BAKER of California, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. HORN, Mr. 
LEVY, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and Mr. SMITH of 
Michigan. 

H.R. 436: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 
POMBO, Mr. LINDER, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. BUYER, Mr. 
KOLBE, Ms. DUNN, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. GALLO, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. TANNER, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida. 

H.R. 494: Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. HAST
INGS. 

H.R. 500: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 513: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 

PORTER, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
THOMAS of California, Mr. SWETT, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida. 

H.R. 518: Mr. EVANS, Mr. TORRES, Mr. COO
PER, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. FAZIO. 

H.R. 522: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
BAESLER, and Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 

H.R. 558: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. UNSOELD, and 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 

H.R. 576. Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SAWYER, Mrs. 
MORELLA, and Mr. WYNN. 

H.R. 591: Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 603: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 608: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 611: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 624: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 

SKELTON, and Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 632: Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 633: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 

LEWIS of Florida, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. BARTLETT of Mary
land. 

H.R. 634: Mr. PARKER, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. 
ROWLAND, and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 643: Mr. KANJORSKI. 
H.R. 655: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 656: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 

PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. BLACKWELL, and 
Mrs. MEEK. 

H.R. 672: Mr. VENTO, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. JA
COBS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER. 

H.R. 692: Mr. CLA y. Mr. FRANK of Massa
chusetts, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. WATERS, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. BLACKWELL, and Mr. MORAN. 

H.R. 737: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CLAY, Mr. RAN
GEL, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BLACKWELL, and Mr. 
HINCHEY. 

H.R. 742: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H.R. 749: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BURTON of Indi

ana, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. PACKARD, and Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon. 

H.R. 751: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mrs. 
FOWLER. 

H.R. 752: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mrs. 
FOWLER. 

H.R. 753: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mrs. 
FOWLER. 

H.R. 754: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mrs. 
FOWLER. 
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H.R. 755: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 

DIAZ-BALART, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mrs. 
FOWLER. 

H.R. 756: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mrs. 
FOWLER. 

H.R. 757: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mrs. 
FOWLER. 

H.R. 760: Mr. MCCLOSKEY' Ms. KAPI'UR, and 
Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. 

H.R. 769: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MCCLOS
KEY, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
STUPAK, Mr. BLUTE, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
Mr. LAFALCE, and Mrs. MORELLA. 

H.R. 772: Mr. GALLO, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. JA
COBS, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.R. 796: Mr. NADLER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FORD of Michi
gan, Mr. FILNER, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. DEUTSCH, 
Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
and Mr. WISE. 

H.R. 833: Ms. FURSE, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Ms. NORTON, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
LAF ALCE, Mr. RICHARDSON' and Mr. HAST
INGS. 

H.R. 887: Mr. HYDE, Mr. FAWELL, and Mr. 
HEFLEY. 

H.J. Res. 10: Mr. HASTERT, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. DIAZ
BALART, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
SAWYER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. 
COBLE. 

H.J. Res. 22: Mr. HYDE and Mr. STEARNS. 
H.J. Res. 28: Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. HAST

INGS, Mr. GENE GREEN, of Texas Mr. MCNUL
TY, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. JOHNSON 
of South Dakota, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. GREEN
WOOD, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
DOOLEY, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. MINGE, Mr. BAC
CHUS of Florida, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. STUPAK, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Illinois, Mr. JACOBS, and Ms. MOLINARI. 

H.J. Res. 61: Mr. DREIER, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. LIVINGSTON , Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, Mr. ZIMMER, and Mr. FIELDS of 
Texas. 

H.J. Res. 68: Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. KREIDLER, 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. BLACKWELL, and Mr. HAST
INGS. 

H.J. Res. 75: Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. PARKER, Mr. RAN
GEL, Mr. EWING, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. SABO, and Mr. HASTINGS. 

H.J. Res. 78: Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BLACKWELL, 
Mrs. BYRNE, Mr. CAMP, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. GENE GREEN, of Texas Mr. 
GREENWOOD, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs 
LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
OWENS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. RA
HALL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RAVENEL, Mrs. Rou
KEMA, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. SPRATT, 
Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
WOLF, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.J. Res. 83: Mr. SCOTT, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. PAYNE of 
Virginia, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. 
WALSH, and Mr. BALLENGER. 

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. BARTLETT, of Maryland Mr. BLACKWELL, 
MRS. CLAYTON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 
KASICH, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
PICKETT, Mr. WOLF, Mr. RANGEL, and Ms. 
WOOLSEY. 

H.J. Res. 94: Mr. EVANS, Mr. TORKILDSEN, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 
WYDEN, and Mr. SCHUMER. 

H. Con. Res. 5: Mr. SHAYS. 
H. Con. Res. 18: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. BAKER of 

Louisiana, Mr. Cox, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. BARTLETT, 
of Maryland Mr. ZELIFF, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H. Con. Res. 19: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. 
BARTLETT of Maryland. 

H. Con. Res. 20: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LA
F ALCE, and Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. LAFALCE, Mrs. MINK, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FILNER, 
Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. STARK. 

H. Res. 16: Mr. SPENCE. 
H. Res. 41: Mr. BARTON of Texas. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 
14. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the Embassy of El Salvador, the Ambas
sador, relative to El Salvador; which was re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
REMARKS OF LANE KIRKLAND AC

CEPTING FREEDOM HOUSE FREE
DOM AWARD 

HON. SAM GF.JDENSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to share with the House an inspiring speech I 
had the opportunity to hear a few weeks ago. 
The speech was made by Lane Kirkland, the 
national president of the AFL-CIO, when he 
was given the Freedom Award by Freedom 
House. 

Mr. Kirkland has championed democracy 
and workplace fairness throughout the world. 
During his years of service at the AFL-CIO, 
he has fought tirelessly to improve the plight 
of America's work force and has played a key 
role in helping emerging democracies organize 
trade unions. It is because of these tremen
dous achievements that I am honored to enter 
Mr. Kirkland's speech into the RECORD. 

REMARKS BY LANE KIRKLAND ACCEPTING 
FREEDOM HOUSE FREEDOM AWARD 

I am delighted to receive this award from 
Freedom House, an organization that for five 
decades has been a beacon of democracy and 
human rights the world over. 

I accept this honor on behalf of the 14 mil
lion working men and women of the AFL-
CIO, the largest and most cohesive organiza
tion of democratic trade unions in the world. 

It is their steadfast belief in human liberty 
that has imbued our movement with the 
proposition that international labor solidar
ity is the essential key to delivering working 
people from the thralldom of the ages. 

I am also honored to share tonight's acco
lades with Steve Forbes and Radio Free Eu
rope/Radio Liberty. 

You know of the important role that the 
radios played in helping workers' movements 
launch the wave of democratic revolution 
that swept through Eastern and Central Eu
rope and the former Soviet Republics. 

These Freedom A wards pay homage to a 
central and essential truth about democ
racy-how it is won and how it is sustained. 

The stirring events of recent years have 
given body to the idea that freedom comes 
not from up high-not from the ministries 
and counting houses of the elite-but from 
the ground, from the workplaces and the 
streets, wherever ordinary people stand up 
and declare that they mean to live on their 
feet and not on their knees. 

That is the real story of democracy. And 
that is the story we ought to keep telling
over and over again-as we enter the next 
critical phase of helping citizens of the 
newly democratized countries build new and 
more human societies. 

It is a time of daunting challenges-of po
litical, economic and social upheaval-and a 
time when dark forces have sought to assert 
themselves by appealing to the lowest 
human instincts. 

Winston Churchill described Europe at the 
end of World War II in this way: "When the 

designs of wicked men or the aggressive urge 
of mighty states dissolve, over large areas, 
the frame of civilized society, humble folk 
are confronted with difficulties with which 
they cannot cope. For them all is distorted, 
all is broken or is even ground to a pulp." 

That, my friends, is essentially the same 
situation many of our brothers and sisters 
face today in the emerging democracies of 
Eastern and Central Europe and the former 
Soviet Union. 

Yes, state communism has lost, its credi
bility stands in tatters and it has been found 
before mankind guilty of sins that even God 
cannot forgive. 

But there are some that would have us be
lieve that communism's collapse is the vic
tory of capitalism and the final vindication 
of raw market theory. 

Millions upon millions have found out, in 
the hardest way and in grueling detail, ex
actly what is wrong with communism. Now 
it is up to those who cherish democracy to 
do what we can to see that they do not now 
proceed to discover what is wrong with the 
jungle of the unregulated marketplace. 

To those in the business community who 
believe that freedom and democracy are 
borne on the wings and in the pockets of cap
ital, I would point to the words of one of 
their own-a vice president Oppenheimer 
Management Corporation-who recently 
gave this frank assessment of trade with 
China to the Wall Street Journal: 

"The bottom line is that markets prefer 
political order and stability to any particu
lar political doctrine, whether it be democ
racy, communism or whatever. As long as 
communism provides an ability to make 
money and stability, investors will be at
tracted to China." 

I would suggest that this pursuit of prof
it-abetted by the so-called "pragmatism" of 
Western governments-is what sped Cham
berlain to Munich and kept the likes of 
Franco and Pinochet on their thrones. 

Clearly, in Central and Eastern Europe 
there needs to be a major withdrawal of the 
State from ownership and management to its 
area of competence. But the extent of that 
withdrawal ought to be determined not by 
dogmatists, as was the overwhelming exten
sion of state power, but by democratic deci
sion and debate. 

Much can be learned from the experience 
of working people in our own country, where 
the early labor movement emerging in com
bat with a system of repression by law and 
market theory, leaned to a doctrine I would 
describe as "anarcho-syndicalism." Its best 
expression can be found in the words of the 
American revolutionary Thomas Paine, who 
wrote: 

"Society is produced by our wants, and 
government by our wickedness. The former 
promotes our happiness positively by uniting 
our affections, the latter negatively by re
straining our vices. Government, like dress, 
is a badge of lost innocence. The palaces of 
kings are built on the ruins of the bowers of 
paradise." 

In the newly-emerging democracies, the 
task is to rebuild civil society from the ashes 
of regimes that murdered society, and then 
to sustain it by creating the institutions 
that make life tolerable to ordinary citizens. 

That restoration is not achieved merely by 
democratic elections or the doctrines of eco
nomic theorists, shock treatments and the 
lender mercies of the free market. 

It is achieved by building strong and free 
institutions that represent the aspirations of 
people and defend their interests. And trade 
unions are foremost among them. 

As statesmen and opinion makers ponder 
the course ahead and frame their policies, 
they should ask themselves these threshold 
questions: 

What prospect motivated those workers 
whose sacrifice of their lives is memorialized 
on the wall of that shipyard in Gdansk? 

What aspirations moved those young work
ers whose bodies are still being exhumed 
from unmarked graves in a cemetery on the 
outskirts of Budapest? 

Should not their visions now weigh heavily 
in the scales of decision? 

Have these true authors of the democratic 
revolution not earned the right to say to the 
finance ministers of this world, now ascend
ent, as was said by an embattled King of 
France centuries ago: 

"Go and hang yourself, brave Crillon. We 
fought and won at Arc, and you were not 
there." 

Finally, I would remind you that amid the 
turmoil of national conflict-trade unions 
are among the few of these institutions that 
organize and unify people across all ethnic 
and religious lines. 

That's a role we take very seriously at the 
AFL--CIO. And that's why we are resolved to 
continue our broad program of support for 
our brothers and sisters who are on the front 
lines of the struggle to incorporate strong 
and free trade unions into the democratic so
cieties they have advanced thus far with 
their courage and daring. 

In recognizing the role of the AFL--CIO in 
this great movement toward a more demo
cratic future, you are doing us but simple 
justice. 

I thank you for that, for the high honor 
you have given me, and I salute Freedom 
House on the occasion of its 50th Anniver
sary of service to the cause of liberty 
throughout the world. 

THE MOTOR-VOTER BILL 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
February 10, 1993 into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

THE MOTOR-VOTER BILL 

The House of Representatives voted last 
week to approve the National Voter Reg
istration Act, commonly referred to as the 
" motor voter" bill. The measure aims to in
crease voter turnout in the U.S.-by requir
ing states to allow citizens to register to 
vote in person, by mail, or when applying for 
driver's licenses or other public certificates. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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The Senate must now consider the bill. 
President Clinton has said he will sign a 
motor voter bill into law. 

VOTER PARTICIPATION 

Voter turnout rose in the 1992 presidential 
election-to 55 percent of the voting-age pop
ulation-after declining for almost 30 years. 
Even so, the turnout rate in the U.S. is still 
the lowest among major industrialized na
tions. There are many reasons why Ameri
cans do not vote. Some are apathetic and 
don't care; others are disillusioned with the 
political system and choose not to partici
pate. Yet, I believe there are a substantial 
number of potential voters who do not vote 
because the registration process can be in
convenient, time-consuming, or difficult. 
Raising registration rates would likely raise 
voter turnout: ~90 percent of registered 
voters typically vote in presidential elec
tions. 

We must do a better job making our elec
tion system more responsive to the needs of 
today's voter. One-third of our adult popu
lation moves every two years, and different 
state and local registration practices can 
pose barriers to voter registration. About 65 
percent of eligible Americans are registered 
to vote, compared to 85 percent or more in 19 
leading industrialized nations. Automatic 
registration has helped boost the voter rolls 
in these countries. Likewise, in the U.S., 
higher voter registration and turnout rates 
have been recorded in states with motor 
voter registration systems. 

REGISTRATION REFORM 

The motor voter bill aims to increase voter 
registration by simplifying and standardiz
ing the registration process across the coun
try, and providing outreach to those eligible 
to vote. Some estimate that the effect of the 
bill would be to raise registration rates to 90 
percent of all eligible voters. 

The bill has several key provisions. First, 
it provides that an application, renewal or 
change-of-address for a driver's license or 
nondriver's ID will serve as an application 
for voter registration. Second, it provides for 
agency registration, which means that voter 
registration application forms and assist
ance will be made available at government 
and nongovernmental agencies, particularly 
unemployment, public assistance and dis
abilities agencies. Third, it provides for 
mail-in registration in all states. Agency 
registration and mail-in registration will 
help reach eligible citizens who may not be 
reached through "motor voter", including 
the disabled. At present, 25 states and the 
District of Columbia have registration by 
mail. Fourth, it creates uniform and non
discriminatory address verification to ensure 
current registration lists. Fifth, it prohibits 
purging of registered voters who do not vote. 
Sixth, it grants financial aid to the states to 
assist with the implementation of the bill. 

HOW COSTLY IS THE BILL 

Some say the bill will be costly to imple
ment. The motor voter bill will cost an esti
mated $2~25 million for each of the first five 
years. To help offset some of these costs, the 
bill includes a postal rate reduction for state 
and local election officials. This will save 
the states an estimated S4 million per year. 
Motor voter and the other forms of agency
based registration will also save money by 
spreading registration out over the entire 
year. This change will allow election offi
cials to save the costs of temporary workers 
during peak registration periods and to use 
full-time staff more efficiently. 

WON'T THE BILL BURDEN LOCAL OFFICIALS 

Some state and local officials in Indiana 
have told me that the motor voter bill would 
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impose an expensive administrative burden 
on them without providing any funding to 
help implement its provisions. I share their 
concerns about unfunded federal mandates. 
As noted above, the bill does provide a postal 
rate reduction to election officials. I would 
support other measures to assist these offi
cials. It is important to note, however, that 
all 12 states with motor voter registration 
systems. have reported no major problems in 
putting them into place. In those states the 
transaction time of issuing a driver's license 
application and the voter registration form 
has remained the same. The bill allows 
states to choose separate or dual forms for 
this purpose. Supporters of the bill say that 
additional training of existing staff, rather 
than hiring new staff, will be sufficient to 
implement its provisions. 

WON'T THE BILL INCREASE VOTER FRAUD 

The motor voter bill includes strong pro
tections against voter fraud. The bill re
quires that the mail registration form, like 
the motor voter registration form, include a 
statement of the eligibility requirements for 
voting, an attestation that the applicant 
meets each requirement, and the signature 
of the applicant under penalty of perjury. 
Eligibility requirements are not affected by 
the bill. Furthermore, there is no significant 
evidence of fraud in mail voter registrations. 
At least half the states have registration by 
mail, and most of these states have no nota
rization or witnessing requirements. The bill 
includes stiff penalties against fraud, and 
nothing in it interferes with the stern en
forcement of voting rules by the states. 

WON'T THE BILL INFRINGE ON STATES' RIGHTS 

Some critics say that state compliance 
with the provisions of the bill should be op
tional, rather than mandatory. They say 
that the states are in the best position to 
know which mechanisms are most likely to 
increase voter turnout, at a cost the state 
can afford. I am sympathetic to this view, 
but believe the benefits of the bill far out
weigh its costs. Voter turnout is a national 
concern. It is critical to the success of our 
system of government. Measures that can 
boost turnout, at limited cost to the states, 
can and should be pursued. 

CONCLUSION 

All of us agree that voter turnout is essen
tial to the health and vibrancy of our democ
racy. We must do all we can to encourage 
more people to vote-without increasing the 
chances for fraud, and without imposing 
undue burdens on states. I am not suggesting 
that easing or simplifying registration re
quirements is sufficient to end voter apathy 
in this country, but registration reforms can 
help make a difference. This bill is a con
structive approach-already proven in many 
states-and is certainly worth a try. 

COMMUNITY IS PROUD 
SCOUT TROOP 9 OF 
GLENS FALLS 

OF BOY 
SOUTH 

HON. GERALD 8.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, one way or 
another I have been involved in Scouting for 
nearly 50 years. That is all the more reason I 
take special pride in talking today about Troop 
9, American Legion Post 553 of South Glens 
Falls, NY. 
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Troop 9 will celebrate its 50th anniversary 

on February 25. I has been an impressive 50 
years. Over 50 young men have become Ea
gles, and anyone who has a background in 
Scouting knows what that entails. The troop 
has produced outstanding professionals in the 
fields of teaching, law enforcement, engineer
ing, medicine, the military, and many others. 

Troops 9 has been involved in such projects 
as food collections, a cancer bike-a-thon, visits 
to nursing homes, painting the inside of a 
church, and a variety of flag day activities. 

Troop 9 received a special award for work
ing on the Historical Trail. Troop 9 Scouts also 
took · a 50-mile-hike. Twenty years ago, Troop 
9 traveled to the National Jamboree in Idaho. 

The history of Troop 9 actually began in the 
1930's, when it was organized by the South 
Glens Falls Methodist Church. However, the 
troop's charter was dropped once World War 
II began. By 1943, however, the charter was 
picked up by the American Legion. 

Troop 9's Scoutmasters have included such 
gentlemen as Frank Holden, Seward 
Washburn, Ed White, Burdell Bailey, Lloyd 
Johnson, Harry Van Seay, Tom Osier, Phil 
Comeau, and the present Scoutmaster, Chris 
Jones. 

Mr. Speaker Scouting has been an appren
ticeship in life and citizenship for countless 
young Americans. The various troops across 
the country have been a rich source of our 
leaders for generations. 

Please join me in wishing a happy 50th 
birthday to one of the finest of those troops, 
Troop 9, American Legion Post 553 of South 
Glens Falls, NY. 

RECOGNITION OF HAROLD R. 
GARY ON ms RETIREMENT 
FROM THE U.S. SOIL CONSERVA
TION SERVICE 

HON. MIKE PARKER 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Speaker, today I stand in 
the Halls of Congress, in the people's cham
ber, to speak in honor of a great citizen of my 
district, Mr. Harold R. Gary. 

Harold Gary retired on January 3, 1993 with 
almost 32 years of Federal service. He began 
his career with the Soil Conservation Service 
on February 1 , 1965 as a soil conservationist 
in the Yazoo City, MS field office after 3 years 
with the Cooperative Extension Service. He 
progressed up the career ladder with assign
ments to Vicksburg, and as District Conserva
tionist at Forest and Hernando. On November 
9, 1975, he became Area Conservationist at 
Brookhaven, my hometown. 

During his career, Harold was recognized 
several times through the incentive awards 
program for his outstanding accomplishments. 
His insights and professional assistance will 
be sorely missed. 

I know that my friend, Harold Gary, will face 
the challenges of retirement with the same de
termination . and courage he · has shown 
throughout his career. I salute him for his ac
complishments and wish him well. 
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SID GROSSMAN RETIRES 

HON.GEORGEJ.HOCHBRUECKNER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Speaker, it is 
a great pleasure to rise today to honor Sid 
Grossman, an outstanding individual who has 
retired after 25 years of service to Suffolk 
County, NY. 

Sid Grossman began serving his country in 
World War II in the Philippine Islands aboard 
a PT boat. His first job with Suffolk County 
was with the probation department in 1967, 
and in 1971 he was hired by the Suffolk Coun
ty district attorney's office. Sid Grossman 
spent the last 16 years of his career as presi
dent of the Suffolk County Detective Investiga
tors Police Benevolent Association [PBA]. He 
and his wife Joyce have been married for 45 
years and have 5 children, 7 grandchildren, 
and 1 great-grandchild on the way. 

As a member of the Metropolitan Police 
Conference, Sid Grossman served on its legis
lative committee. Some of its accomplish
ments include forming the Suffolk County De
tective Investigators PBA as a separate bar
gaining unit, and supporting legislation to pro
tect detective investigators injured in the line 
of duty. The police conference was also re
sponsible for a 20-year retirement bill which 
includes 1 to 60 payments for 20 years of 
service, and it supported New York State leg
islation that allowed police officers to belong to 
and contribute to political parties. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recognize Sid 
Grossman for his many accomplishments and 
his 25 years of service to his community. I 
wish him and his wife a long and happy retire
ment. He will be sorely missed by the people 
of Suffolk County. 

COMMITTEE REFORM 

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, today I am re
introducing legislation to change the House 
committee system. 

My bill would limit Members to service on 
only one standing committee and would limit 
the number of Members on any committee to 
25. This proposal would allow Members to 
focus their energy and attention on the issues 
before their committee, and the smaller size 
would allow each Member to have more input 
into committee preceedings as well as improv
ing the lines of communication between com
mittee members. 

The need for this type of reform can be 
seen in the numbers. In the 102d Congress, 
the Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation had 57 members, and 40 of them 
served on the Surface Transportation Sub
committee. The Committee on Banking, Fi
nance, and Urban Affairs had 51 members 
and 37 of them sat on the Subcommittee on 
Financial lnstititions Supervision, Regulation, 
and Insurance. There is such a thing as hav-
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ing too many cooks in the kitchen and I think 
that is the case with some of our subcommit
tees. I know that this Congress is cutting the 
number of subcommittees but we need to go 
further, and my bill would do just that. 

My bill would also provide the impetus for 
cuts in committee staffing. In 1991, standing 
committee staff cost the U.S. taxpayer 
$51,211,147. In 1992 there are 2,295 commit
tee staffers. I know that committee staff pro
vide valuable expertise to members but I think 
that the ratio of five committee staffers per 
member is too much. It's time to reorder our 
priorities and here is a place where we can 
make cuts that not only will save money but 
will help improve the process. 

We need to make our committees places of 
legislative business, not legislative gridlock. 
With the staggering number of claims on a 
Member's time, committee work can't always 
take the point. Limiting ourselves to one com
mittee and limiting the size of that committee 
will improve the quality of the bills we put be
fore the American people, improve our effi
ciency and save the taxpayer some money. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in support of 
this bill. 

INTRODUCTION OF JOBS RESOLU
TION AND EITC EXPANSION 

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, President 

Clinton has pledged to change welfare as we 
know it, and I look forward to working with the 
President once Congress receives his legisla
tive proposal outlining his specific ideas in this 
area. 

A logical way to begin to change welfare is 
to help individuals get the skills and receive 
the support which will enable them to make 
that move. Full funding of the JOBS Program 
and expansion of the EITC can help reach 
that end. I rise today to introduce legislation 
that would significantly expand the earned in
come tax credit [EITC]. The EITC is one of our 
most effective antipoverty programs because it 
rewards work. I am also introducing a resolu
tion today which calls for full funding of the 
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills [JOBS] 
Training Program which was established as 
part of the Family Support Act of 1988. 

The JOBS Program is designed to ensure 
that families with children in need receive edu
cation, training, and employment assistance 
which will allow them to break the cycle of 
welfare dependence. Unfortunately, insufficient 
funding of this program since its inception has 
minimized its effectiveness. My resolution sim
ply expresses the sense of Congress that the 
JOBS Program be funded at the levels speci
fied in the Family Support Act of 1988. 

The first provision of my bill to expand EITC 
would mirror one contained in H.R. 13, tax 
simplification legislation recently introduced by 
Ways and Means Committee Chairman DAN 
ROSTENKOWSKI. It would eliminate the two sup
plemental credits, health care and young child. 
These two supplemental credits add great 
complexity to the EITC and have been the 
subject of much abuse. 
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To replace the supplemental credit, my bill 

would then add a third tier for families with 3 
or more children. Because family needs in
crease significantly with family size, larger 
families have a much more difficult time es
caping poverty, and badly need this additional 
assistance. 

Finally my bill would require the I RS to in
clude an explanation of advanced refunding 
and the appropriate form when it mails EITC 
recipients their refund checks. Under current 
law families entitled to the EITC can elect to 
receive benefits over the course of the year 
through adjusted withholding. However, less 
than 10 percent of EITC recipients elect to do 
so, depriving themselves of badly needed as
sistance. 

I would ask my colleagues support. 

STILL SICK OF GOVERNMENT 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, in a column 
published in the Washington Post on January 
21, 1993, George Will points out that the 1992 
election results show that, contrary to some 
reports, Americans have not abandoned their 
desire to cut the size of the Federal Govern
ment. I submit the complete text of Mr. Will's 
column for the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 21, 1993) 
STILL SICK OF GOVERNMENT 

(By George F. Will) 
Democrats have had their routs and revels, 

Republicans have had their ration of gall and 
wormwood, and now Democrats confront the 
problem of Republican impotence. If is said 
that opponents are useful because they allow 
us to believe that if they were absent we 
would be able to realize our ideals, Congres
sional Republicans are too few to foil Presi
dent Clinton's plans, so he needs excuses for 
the country's coming disappointments, and 
his. 

Actually, the country is more immunized 
against disappointments than he is. He is of 
the generation that got permanently sun
struck by staring into the glare of the Ken
nedy glamour, or what then seemed glamor
ous. He hopes he can rekindle the splendor, 
such as it was. He won't, not primarily be
cause of any defect on his part, but because 
of the maturation of Americans. 

The most important political fact of the 32 
years since Kennedy came to the presidency 
is the collapse of the prestige of government. 
That prestige peaked around 1965, when a 
"great" society-merely "good" would not 
suffice-was going to be legislated. Govern
ment in its hubris believed that macro
economic sophistication had given it the 
ability to "manage" the economy. Hence
forth, the political problem would be to allo
cate equitably the vast revenues government 
would receive. Nowadays government looks 
to most Americans like an overbearing and 
overreaching underachiever that is suspect 
regarding both its competence and motives. 

The vocational interests of politicians, and 
the emotional needs of the media (which feel 
important in proportion to the importance of 
what they are covering), explain a thought 
that recurs every four years. The thought is 
that the most recent presidential election 
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was especially momentous. But the 1992 elec
tion was not, for three reasons. 

First, the nation is more secure from for
eign threats than it has been in 216 years. 
Second, because of the deficit, and the elec
torate's taxaphobia (related to the govern
ment's diminished prestige), and the power 
of interest groups over career politicians, the 
federal government has little latitude for ac
tion. In fact, less latitude than at any time 
since it completely slipped the leash of con
stitutional restraints (once upon a time 
there was a doctrine of enumerated powers) 
early in this century. 

Third, the problems most troubling to 
most Americans seem largely immune to 
government. For example, the inadequacy of 
education in grades K-12, and the urban re
gression in the midst of societal prosperity, 
are problems of cultural values, character, 
behavior and family breakdown. In such 
problems, ameliorative government seems to 
have met its match. 

Clinton is the highest ranking of 18 million 
civilian employees of government, which em
ploys more people than all U.S. manufactur
ers combined. He is landlord of the federal 
government's 440,000 buildings, and custo
dian of the approximately one-third of the 
nation's land that the federal government 
owns. Stephen Moore, in a report published 
by the Institute for Policy Innovation, says 
that since Kennedy came to power, govern
ment's share (federal, state, local) of gross 
national product bas risen .from 26.6 percent 
to 37 percent, and the public sector is now 
spending more than $23,000 per household. 
Such numbers underscore a paradox that will 
haunt Clinton's presidency. 

He was elected promising "change." But he 
was elected only because voters decided that 
bis party has changed in a direction that 
makes it less ambitious about using govern
ment as an instrument of change. 

Everett Carll Ladd of the University of 
Connecticut and the American Enterprise In
stitute says that 1992 election data, far from 
revealing a demand for change, reveal re
markable continuity. The data gathered by a 
survey organization formed by CBS, NBC, 
ABC and CNN prove the durability of policy 
preferences that defined the Republican pres
idential era. "Americans," says Ladd, "gave 
no sign in the November balloting that they 
bad abandoned their concerns about govern
ment's scope and role." 

Asked if they favored more services requir
ing more taxes, or fewer services from less 
expensive government, voters favored the 
latter, 55 percent to 36 percent. Perot voters 
" were disproportionately libertarian-in
clined independents and Republicans, who 
were angered by government's excesses and 
wanted a more restricted governmental 
role." Ladd believes that "in terms of politi
cal philosophy," the "Reagan Realignment" 
survives: 

"In the New Deal years. the sense of gov
ernment's being too big, wasteful and intru
sive was largely confined to Republican 
ranks. Today, in contrast government's size 
and malperformance are seen as problems all 
across the political spectrum. Though they 
elected a Democrat to the presidency this 
year, voters indicated that they continue to 
favor the kind of restraint on government's 
growth that has been the basis of the GOP's 
ascendancy in presidential elections of the 
last quarter-century." 

An inauguration is an occasion for Ameri
cans to bask in the warmth of sentiments 
put into words by Stephen Vincent Benet: 

We made this thing, this dream 
This land unsatisfied by little ways 
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But nowadays Americans are unsenti

mental about government and chilly toward 
those who think government "made this 
thing, this dream." 

INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO OPEN 
UP FOREIGN CAPITAL MARKETS 
TO U.S. AIRLINES 

HON. WIWAM F. CLINGER, JR. 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago the 

Aviation Subcommittee on which I serve as 
ranking member held a hearing on the state of 
the airline industry. At that time, the industry 
had just finished a terrible year where it had 
lost $2 billion. 

Since that time, the situation has continued 
to deteriorate. The losses for the last 3 years 
now total more than $8 billion. That effectively 
wipes out all the profit that the industry has 
made over the previous 40 years. 

Clearly something is terribly wrong. High 
taxes, burdensome regulations, and fare wars 
are among the factors that have been cited as 
the cause of the airlines' woes. Each of them 
probably had played a role in creating the dire 
situation that the industry finds itself in today. 

However, in my view, one of the biggest 
problems facing the airlines is the dearth of 
available capital. This is a capital intensive in
dustry. One of the things we need to do to en
sure the continuation of healthy airlines is to 
address this capital crisis. 

Unfortunately, in this country, the traditional 
sources of capital do not seem to be available 
to many U.S. airlines. Some have been able 
to piece together creative financing packages. 
Others have turned to foreign financial mar
kets. But in doing so, they run up against the 
current 25-percent limit on foreign investment 
in U.S. airlines. 

Two years ago, I attempted to raise this limit 
by introducing a bill, H.R. 782. This bill was 
narrowly written in order to try to meet the ol:r 
jections we often heard from opponents of for
eign investment. As a result, the legislation 
was very restrictive and would not have 
opened up foreign capital markets very much. 

In light of the experience of the last 2 years, 
I am now introducing legislation that would 
take a different approach than H.R. 782. The 
bill I am introducing today would be more fa
vorable to foreign investment while retaining 
enough discretion with the Secretary of Trans
portation so that deals that were clearly not in 
the public interest could still be blocked. 

Under this bill, foreign investments below 
the current 25-percent threshold could con
tinue as before without restriction. Investments 
above 25 percent would be permitted as long 
as: First, the key officers and two-thirds of the 
airline's board of directors would still be U.S. 
citizens, second, U.S. citizens would still con
trol at least 51 percent of the airline's stock, 
and third, the Secretary found that the invest
ment would be in the public interest. 

The first two requirements are objective 
standards that should be easy to apply in spe
cific cases and would give some assurance of 
continued U.S. control. The third requirement, 
the public interest test, is intended to give con
tinued discretion to the DOT Secretary. 
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In applying the public interest test, the Sec

retary is directed to consider seven factors. No 
one factor is meant to be an absolute bar to 
the transaction. Rather, the Secretary is to 
give the proper weight to each factor in each 
individual case in deciding whether the deal 
should be consummated. 

Under the bill, the Secretary would be ex
pected to look favorably upon an investment 
that would help a weak carrier survive and ef
fectively compete, that would help preserve 
U.S. jobs, or that would enhance domestic or 
international competition. 

In addition, the Secretary would consider 
whether the foreign country would allow a 
similar investment in one of its airlines. If so, 
that would be a plus. On the other hand, if the 
foreign investor was controlled or subsidized 
by a foreign government, that would be a 
minus as it could tend to distort competition. 

Another factor that the Secretary must con
sider is the issue of foreign control. I share the 
desire of many of my colleagues to prevent 
our airlines from falling under the control of 
foreign nationals. But I am also mindful that a 
recent GAO report indicated that continuing 
the current control restrictions would discour
age foreign investment and limit the benefits 
that might otherwise be achieved by this legis
lation. The issue of foreign control would be 
one factor among the others mentioned for the 
Secretary to consider. 

The final factor for DOT to consider would 
be whether the foreign investor's home coun
try has a procompetitive bilateral with the Unit
ed States. While this is clearly important, it 
should not be the controlling factor as it 
seems to have been in recent transactions. 
Proponents of open skies should keep in mind 
that more liberal foreign investment rules may 
be the best way to achieve their goal. Only 
when the nationality lines of carriers are 
blurred so that it is not clear which nation is 
benefiting from a negotiation will some of the 
protectionist countries be willing to remove 
their aviation trade barriers and allow free 
competition on international routes. 

In evaluating these factors, the bill gives the 
Secretary 90 days. A time limit is important so 
that investors do not have to deal with the un
certainties of Government approval for an un
reasonable length of time. 

The issue of national security has also been 
raised with respect to foreign investment. 
Clearly we do not want an enemy of the Unit
ed States taking control of one of our airlines. 
Moreover, our experience with Operation 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm demonstrated 
that U.S. carriers play an important role by 
ferrying troops and supplies to a war zone 
under the Civil Reserve Air Fleet [CRAF] Pro
gram. It is important that the viability of this 
program be preserved. 

My bill would address the national security 
issues by giving the President 30 days to re
view a DOT-approved foreign investment. The 
President could disapprove an investment only 
on national security grounds such as a trans
action that would undermine the CRAF pro
gram. Limiting the President's authority in this 
way is similar to his role in the awarding of 
international routes under section 801 of the 
Federal Aviation Act. This portion of my bill is 
patterned after that provision. 

Mr. Speaker, I am aware that there are air
lines who would like to close the door on for-
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eign investment. Some have already them
selves taken advantage of that source of cap
ital and would now deny it to others. Others 
can still access the U.S. capital markets and 
would probably be just as happy to see their 
competitors wither and die. 

But I believe they are being shortsighted 
and perhaps a little selfish. The airline industry 
is increasingly becoming a global one. I do not 
think an arbitrary 25 percent limit on foreign 
investment in U.S. carriers any longer makes 
sense in a worldwide economy where capital 
flows freely across borders. 

Moreover, it should be noted that foreign in
vestment is nothing new in the airline industry. 
Several foreign airlines now have substantial 
financial stakes in U.S. airlines. In addition, 
there are foreign banks, leasing companies, 
and other entities that hold debt obligations or 
other financial interests in our airlines. In some 
cases, these interests may be substantial. So 
we have already crossed the bridge on the 
foreign investment issue. Now it is time to 
raise the artificial limit on foreign investments 
in U.S. airline voting stock so that capital can 
more freely flow to U.S. airlines. 

Accordingly, I am pleased to introduce this 
bill that would allow foreign investment in air
lines up to 49 percent. Perhaps some day we 
can go further. For now I invite my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this measure. 

THE NATIONAL AVIARY IN PITTS
BURGH WILL BE A NATIONAL 
TREASURE 

HON. WIWAM J. COYNE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing legislation which would designate the 
Pittsburgh Aviary as the National Aviary in 
Pittsburgh. 

The designation of the National Aviary in 
Pittsburgh is needed to ensure that more 
Americans have the opportunity to enjoy and 
witness a worl~lass collection of birds. En
actment of this legislation will ensure that mil
lions of Americans will have better access to 
a quality recreational and educational facility. 
This action will provide U.S. citizens and visi
tors from abroad an excellent opportunity to 
view one of America's best collections of birds 
at a time when all of us are gaining an en
hanced awareness of the environment and the 
species which share our planet. 

Congress can grant the title "National Avi
ary" with the knowledge that this action is fully 
warranted because of the outstanding caliber 
of the Pittsburgh Aviary. The Pittsburgh Aviary 
has the unique status of being the United 
States' only. freestanding, indoor, aviary not 
associated with a larger zoo. The aviary is 
also a nationally respected conservation cen
ter and serves as an invaluable research cen
ter for ornithologists. In addition, the aviary 
serves as one of the top breeding facilities in 
the United States. 

The Pittsburgh Aviary is today home to 
nearly 450 birds, and its collection includes 
over 220 species from every continent in the 
world except Antarctica. The aviary's 11 cli-
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mate-controlled indoor exhibits and eight out
door exhibits are also home to a number of 
endangered species who find sanctuary in 
Pittsburgh. The preservation of these endan
gered species, which include the Micronesian 
kingfisher, is a fundamental element of the 
aviary's mission. 

Nearly 100,000 visitors tour the aviary each 
year. Visitors to the Pittsburgh Aviary can wit
ness remarkable displays of birds in the var
ious indoor rooms which include the Marsh 
room that simulates tropical wetlands and the 
popular Parrot Hall. In each room, birds from 
various parts of the world can be seen along
side other species of birds from their native re
gions. 

The Pittsburgh Aviary first opened in 1952 
as one of the first indoor walk-through bird ex
hibits in the United States. The aviary was first 
accredited by the American Association of Zo
ological Parks and Aquariums in 1984 and 
again in 1989. Originally wholly funded by the 
city of Pittsburgh, the aviary became a joint 
private-public venture in 1991 when the non
profit Save the Aviary, Inc. took responsibility 
for raising private and public donations and 
grants for the operation of the facility. In fall of 
1991, attendance at the aviary grew by 23 
percent. 

Designation of the National Aviary in Pitts
burgh follows the precedent set for establish
ing the National Zoo in Washington and the 
National Aquarium in Baltimore. This legisla
tion calls for no Federal funds but would in
stead simply grant official designation of the 
Pittsburgh Aviary as the National Aviary in 
Pittsburgh. Furthermore, the legislation would 
stipulate that any reference, document, record, 
map, or other paper of the United States to 
the Aviary in Pittsburgh would be deemed a 
reference to the National Aviary in Pittsburgh. 

Mr. Speaker, designation of the National 
Aviary in Pittsburgh would ensure that the 
American people have a continued opportunity 
to enjoy one of the United States' great natu
ral treasures. I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

INJUSTICE NEEDS TO BE STOPPED 

HON. WlllJAM J. JEFFERSON 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to add 
my voice to those who have already spoken 
so eloquently on yet the latest outrage in our 
Federal criminal justice system. The handling 
of the jury selection process in the case of our 
colleague, HAROLD FORD, will go down in his
tory as one of its most damaging and amongst 
its least responsible. 

Dr. Martin Luther King once remarked that 
history's greatest injustices have occurred not 
because of what bad people have done, but 
because of what good and decent people 
have failed to do-when good people silently 
tolerate the perversion of our system of jus
tice. 

Today, in the case of HAROLD FORD, the 
question rightly arises whether we, in this 
Congress and we in our country, will silently 
tolerate the injustice to him. 
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Will we not stand with him and say that the 

prosecutors in this case appear to be more in
terested in winning than they are in justice? 
Do any of us really believe that the interests 
of justice are served by subjecting Mr. FORD to 
a decision by a jury that is bused in from an 
adjoining county for the purpose of insuring 
his trial by a virtual all white jury. Is this fair 
or right? 

I think not. But this is not just about HAROLD 
FORD. If it happens, he is not the only one 
who will be on trial here by an unfairly se
lected jury. America is on trial. Its system of 
justice is on trial. And its time now, in this 
hour, for the good people who Or. King spoke 
about in this Congress and in this country to 
stand up and let their voices be heard so that 
the injustice of Mr. FORD may be spared and 
so that our system of justice might triumph. 

THE EARTHQUAKE, VOLCANIC 
ERUPTION, AND HURRICANE 
HAZARDS INSURANCE ACT OF 
1993 

HON. PATSY T. MINK 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing the Earthquake, Volcanic Eruption, and 
Hurricane Hazards Insurance Act of 1993, 
which will establish a Federal insurance and 
reinsurance program to protect homeowners 
against the risk of catastrophic earthquakes, 
volcanic eruptions, and hurricanes. 

Last fall the country experienced two cata
strophic hurricanes that resulted in the loss of 
billions of dollars worth of property and pos
sessions. With little or no insurance to cover 
damage caused by hurricanes, many families 
in Florida, Louisiana, and Hawaii are still 
struggling to cope with the aftermath of the 
destruction caused by Hurricanes lniki and An
drew. 

In Hawaii one of the most devastating long
term effects of Hurricane lniki has been the 
decimation of our residential homeowners in
surance industry. Insurance companies have 
folded, others have suspended issuing new 
and renewal homeowners policies. The result 
is that 70,000 homeowners in Hawaii face ter
mination or nonrenewal of their homeowners 
policy this year. 

While the State of Hawaii is working to cope 
with this crisis, this situation emphasizes the 
necessity of a Federal program to provide in
surance for hurricanes and other natural haz
ards, such as earthquakes and volcanic activ
ity. In States prone to these hazards, insur
ance to cover damage by hurricanes, earth
quakes, and volcanic activity are not available 
or the premiums are so exorbitantly high that 
most people cannot afford this kind of cov
erage. 

The bill I am introducing today would estab
lish a Federal residential insurance program, 
much like the national flood insurance pro
gram, to cover damage by earthquakes, vol
canic eruptions, and hurricanes so that home
owners have access to affordable insurance 
that can help protect them against total finan
cial ruin because of a natural disaster. 
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In order to participate in this federally 

backed insurance program, States prone to 
earthquakes and hurricanes must implement 
certain mitigation measures determined by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency to 
help guard against extensive damage which 
might be preventable. 

My bill also establishes a reinsurance pro
gram so that private insurance companies 
which provide coverage for earthquakes, vol
canic eruptions, and hurricanes have ade
quate reinsurance to cover their losses. 

Mr. Speaker, some may question the need 
for a Federal program that will benefit only a 
limited number of States. I think our experi
ence during Hurricanes Andrew and lniki show 
that when a section of the country is hit by a 
disaster the entire country suffers. Whether its 
because friends and family have been affected 
by the catastrophe or because Federal funds 
that everyone contributes as taxpayers are 
used to provide disaster relief, we all become 
victims of the disaster and we all participate in 
some small way with the recovery effort. 

Mr. Speaker, this country is in desperate 
need for a program that will help families cope 
with these unpredictable, unpreventable, cata
strophic events. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting the earthquake, Volcanic 
Eruption, and Hurricane Hazards Insurance 
Act of 1993. 

A summary of the bill follows: 
SUMMARY OF THE EARTHQUAKE, VOLCANIC 

ERUPTION AND HURRICANE HAZARDS INSUR
ANCE ACT OF 1993 

PURPOSE 
To establish a federal insurance and rein

surance program to protect homeowners 
against the risk of catastrophic earthquakes, 
volcanic eruptions, and hurricanes; and to 
establish mitigation programs in states 
prone to these types of disasters. 

TITLE I-STATE ADOPTION OF HAZARD 
REDUCTION MEASURES 

Establishes a program to encourage states 
to adopt measures intended to reduce the 
amount of damage caused by an earthquake, 
volcanic eruption or hurricane. The mitiga
tion program will be administered by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
[FEMAJ in consultation with a 7-member Ad
visory Committee made up of experts in the 
fields of earthquake, volcanic eruption and 
hurricane loss mitigation. 

Under this program FEMA in consultation 
with the Advisory Committee would identify 
states and areas within the United States 
prone to earthquakes, volcanic activity and 
hurricanes and recommend certain measures 
to mitigate losses from such disasters. 
States are required to comply with the miti
gation measures recommended by FEMA in 
order to participate in the residential insur
ance program established under this Act. 

TITLE II-RESIDENTIAL INSURANCE 
Requires all homeowners who hold a feder

ally related mortgage loan in an earthquake, 
volcanic eruption or hurricane-prone state to 
purchase the applicable insurance (earth
quake, volcano, or hurricane). So that home
owners can meet this requirement the bill 
establishes a federal program for providing 
residential earthquake, volcano and hurri
cane insurance to homeowners. 

The residential insurance program would 
be developed by FEMA in consultation with 
an Insurance and Reinsurance Advisory 
Committee. The premiums to be established 
by FEMA must be actuarially fair over an 
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extended period of time and not lead to the 
cross-subsidization of policyholders in high
risk areas by those in low risk areas. Low-in
come households and residential property 
that meet certain loss-reduction require
ments can be charged lower rates. 

The bill allows individual homeowners in 
areas of non-compliance with the mitigation 
measures established in Title I of this bill to 
be eligible for the federal residential insur
ance if their property meets certain mitiga
tion criteria. 

95 percent of the premiums paid will be de
posited in the Residential Property Insur
ance Fund established in the Treasury of the 
U.S. The Fund will be used to settle claims 
in the event of losses incurred by an earth
quake, volcanic eruption, or hurricane. 

5 percent of the premiums paid will be de
posited in the Self-Sustaining Mitigation 
Fund, which will be available to the Director 
of FEMA to support certain earthquake, vol
canic eruption and hurricane hazard reduc
tion activities. 

TITLE III-REINSURANCE PROGRAM 
Establishes an excess-loss reinsurance pro

gram for private insurers. Federal reinsur
ance coverage will be triggered if an earth
quake, volcanic eruption or hurricane cause 
losses and loss adjustment expenses under 
these policies that exceed eight percent of 
the industry's country wide premiums. Rein
surance coverage will also be triggered if any 
single insurer or reinsurer experiences losses 
from a single event that exceeds 50 percent 
of its countrywide premiums. 

THE BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA 
PRESENT THE 1992 REPORT TO 
THE NATION 

HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, 
February 9, 1993, the Boy Scouts of America 
presented the 1992 Report to the Nation to 
the President of the United States, the Vice 
President, and the Speaker of the House. The 
report was accepted on behalf of the Speaker 
by the Clerk of the House, the Honorable 
Donnald K. Anderson, during a breakfast held 
in the Speaker's dining room in the Capitol. 

The Boy Scouts of America instills the high
est standards of citizenship and moral values 
in the youth of our Nation and is an organiza
tion of which I am proud to have been a mem
ber, achieving the rank of Eagle Scout. It is 
with great pleasure that I present for inclusion 
in the RECORD the Boy Scouts of America 
1992 Annual Report to the Nation together 
with the names of the delegation. 

1992 REPORT TO THE NATION, BOY SCOUTS OF 
AMERICA 

In 1992, the Boy Scouts of America
Developed a new Strategic Plan; 
Introduced an innovative Urban Emphasis 

initiative; 
Offered its members exciting new outdoor 

and service adventures through the TRAIL 
Boss program; 

Initiated the work of the Russian Scout ex
change; 

Developed its college internship program; 
Elected a new national president. 
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It was a year that included a review of the 

past decade and, from that perspective, effec
tive methods of delivering a strong, values
based program to meet the needs of you th in 
the 1990s and beyond were formulated. More 
than 4.1 million youth participated in Scout
ing activities in 128,229 units. 

Boy Scout Camping. Nineteen ninety-two 
was a record year for Boy Scout summer 
camping, with 70.1 percent of Scout troops 
and 55.2 percent of all Scouts participating. 
This represents the highest percentages of 
boys and troops camping since 1941. Most of 
the 34,587 troops and 479,384 Scouts who 
camped did so in more than 700 Boy Scout 
resident camps around the country. 

Cub Scout and Family Camping. Helping 
families find ways to spend more time to
gether remains an important goal of the 
BSA's Cub Scout camping program. The con
tinued popularity of Cub Scout outdoor ac
tivities was evident as nearly 565,000 boys 
and 258,000 adults participated in Cub Scout 
outdoor programs. Family camping attend
ance exceeded 248,000. 

Eagle Scouts. The Eagle Scout Award, the 
highest rank that can be achieved by a Scout 
or Explorer, was earned by 34,064 boys. Dis
tinguished Eagle Scout Awards were pre
sented to 32 adults who earned the Eagle 
Scout badge at least twenty-five years ago 
and who are acknowledged as leaders in their 
professions. Membership in the National 
Eagle Scout Association rose to 168,504-an 
increase of 8,380 members. 

Hispanic Emphasis. Continuing its effort 
to promote understanding and acceptance of 
America's rich cultural diversity, the BSA 
again increased the number of Scouting pub
lications available in Spanish editions so 
that parents and adult leaders who read 
Spanish may fully participate in Scouting. 

Strategic Plan. A new Strategic Plan for 
the BSA was approved by the National Exec
utive Board. This plan gives the Boy Scouts 
of America the direction to achieve its role 
as a viable force for youth as it prepares to 
enter the twenty-first century. The plan ad
dresses challenges such as the growth of 
total available youth in the 1990s and the 
need for local councils to prepare to serve 
the added numbers of youth. National and 
regional restructuring, including the re
structuring of the regions from six into four, 
will maximize the benefit of the dollars 
available to Scouting. 

National Court of Honor. The National 
Council recognized outstanding acts of serv
ice by Scouting's youth members and lead
ers. The National Council of Honor author
ized 49 Honor Medals, 127 Heroism Awards, 
126 Medals of Merit, and 71 National Certifi
cates of Merit. The Silver Beaver Award, the 
highest recognition for council volunteers, 
was presented to 2,376 leaders for distin
guished service to youth. 

Silver Buffalo Awards. Fifteen distin
guished citizens of the United States re
ceived the Silver Buffalo, awarded by the 
Boy Scouts of America for distinguished 
service to youth. 

Young American Awards. The BSA Young 
American Awards are presented to young 
people between the approximate ages of 15 
and 25 who have achieved excellence in any 
of several fields. These prestigious awards 
for exceptional achievement by youth were 
bestowed on five outstanding recipients in 
1992. 

Russian Outreach. The BSA has accepted 
the challenge of reorganizing Scouting in Si
beria. As part of this commitment, the first 
Scout exchange was held. Four Siberian 
Scouts and a leader spend one week each 



2950 
with BSA local councils in Provo, Utah, and 
Bethesda, Maryland. The Siberian Scouts in 
turn hosted a BSA patrol in Perm, Russia. 
Scouts in both countries look forward to the 
BSA's continued support of the Siberian as
sociation. 

Reader's Digest College Internships. The 
BSA is committed to minority employment. 
In October 1991 the DeWitt-Wallace Reader's 
Digest Fund awarded the BSA a $2.3 million 
grant to establish a national college intern
ship program. Six metropolitan Scouting 
councils were chosen to participate. The pro
gram began in January 1992 with nine in
terns; fifty-seven interns participated in the 
fall semester. Of the latter, fifty-one were fe
male or ethnic minority. Each worked twen
ty hours a week alongside a successful 
Scouting professional. The program earned 
positive comment from faculty members, 
university placement officers, and profes
sional Scouters. Strategies have been devel
oped to place all recommended interns in 
BSA local councils upon graduation. 

New BSA President. John L. Clendenin, 
chairman and chief executive officer of 
BellSouth Corporation, Atlanta, Georgia, 
was elected national president of the BSA at 
the National Executive Board Meeting in 
May. A lifetime supporter of Scouting, 
Clendenin had served on the National Execu
tive Board since 1986 and has held many vol
unteer positions, including executive vice 
president of the BSA and vice president of 
Personnel. He also served as chairman of the 
Strategic Planning Steering Committee. 

Trail Boss. Teaching Resources and Indi
vidual Leadership-better known as TRAIL 
Boss training-gives volunteer leaders spe
cialized skills for training and leading volun
teer crews in worthwhile conservation or 
public service projects. These projects pro
mote environmental education and enhance 
the stewardship of cultural and natural re
sources. Seven federal agencies worked with 
the BSA to develop the program. TRAIL 
Boss encompasses conservation and environ
mental projects ranging from maintaining 
hiking trails to restoring cultural landmarks 
to building nesting boxes. In 1992 the BSA 
conducted two training courses to help BSA 
local councils with the program and released 
a self-study manual. 

Chartered Organization. The BSA owns no 
Cub Scout packs, Boy Scout troops, or Ex
plorer posts. Rather, the program is designed 
to be used by religious, civic, fraternal, edu
cational, and business groups and other com
munity-based chartered organizations who 
share with the BSA the goal of preparing the 
nation's youth to be contributing members 
of society. The program remains adaptable 
to the goals and methods of virtually any or
ganization with an interest in youth. 

Urban Emphasis. A new Urban Emphasis is 
bringing traditional Scouting to low-income 
and minority urban communities. At the na
tional level, Urban Emphasis will develop 
new tools to support target markets of local 
councils, provide training for professionals, 
help councils develop new program initia
tives, and forge new relationships with na
tional groups that have a vital interest or 
presence in these target market areas. 

Learning for Life. School-based Learning 
for Life, designed to teach positive values 
and life skills in a classroom setting, com
pleted its first year of operation in 1992. 
Nearly 700,000 youths participated in this 
program, which has been applauded by teach
ers and school principals nationwide and by 
such organizations as the National Alliance 
of Black School Educators and the American 
Association of School Administrators. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Thomas A. Shannon, executive director of 
the National School Boards Association, 
stated, "The successful implementation of 
Learning for Life programs in local school 
districts will make a significant contribu
tion to our free and democratic way of life." 

JOHN L. CLENDENIN, 
President. 

BEN H. LOVE, 
Chief Scout Executive. 

1992 REPORT TO THE NATION DELEGATION 

Brandon Stickle, Cub Scout Representa
tive. 

William Hernandez, Boy Scout Representa
tive. 

Kohath Gilbert, National Eagle Scout As
sociation Representative. 

Domecia Manuel, National Exploring 
President. 

Kathleen Conwell, Explorer Program Rep
resentative. 

Dameon Hutto, National Vice Chief, Order 
of the Arrow. 

Billy Wally and Beverly Walley, Co-Advis
ers, Volunteer Scouters. 

G. Allen Mossman, Delegation Director. 
Rick Stickle, Father of Cub Scout Rep

resentative. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY MISCELLANEOUS 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1993 

HON. ANDREW JACOM, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing H.R. 922, the Social Security Mis
cellaneous Amendments Act of 1993. This bill 
contains 11 provisions which were included in 
H.R. 11, the Revenue Act of 1992, which was 
vetoed by President Bush last fall. 

I insert a staff summary of this legislation in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD following these 
remarks: 

H.R. 922, THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1993 
Sec. 2. Statutory requirements for public 

telephone access to local social security of
fices.-The existing requirement that the So
cial Security Administration [SSA] main
tain public telephone access to local Social 
Security offices at the level generally avail
able on September 30, 1989, would be made 
more explicit by requiring that the agency 
reestablish and maintain the same number of 
public inquiry telephone lines to the offices 
as were in service on that date, including 
telephone sets for the lines. Public access to 
SSA's 800 number would also be maintained 
at current levels. 

Sec. 3. Social Security exclusion for elec
tion workers.-The Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act [FICA] tax exclusion for elec
tion workers would be raised from $100 to 
$1,000 annually, beginning on January 1, 1994, 
and would be indexed thereafter. 

Sec. 4. Social Security coverage of non
cash agricultural wages.-Non-cash remu
neration paid to agricultural workers would 
generally be covered by Social Security and 
therefore subject to tax under FICA. 

Sec. 5. Use of Social Security numbers by 
States and local governments and Federal 
District Courts for jury selection purposes.
States and Federal District Courts would be 
permitted to use Social Security numbers, 
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which have been collected for purposes per
mitted under current law, to eliminate du
plicate names and names of convicted felons 
from jury source lists. 

Sec. 6 Authority for optional Social Secu
rity coverage of police and firefighters in all 
States.-The option currently available in 24 
States for the State to cover under Social 
Security police and firefighters who partici
pate in a public retirement system would be 
expanded to apply to all States. 

Sec. 7 Limited exemption from SECA for 
American ministers working and resident in 
Canada.-Limited relief from Social Security 
taxes would be provided for American citi
zens who are ministers residing and working 
in Canada. The relief would be from double 
taxation-taxation under both the U.S. and 
Canadian social insurance systems on the 
same work-for years just prior to the U.S. 
totalization agreement with Canada which 
eliminated such double taxation. 

Sec. 8 Totalization benefits and the wind
fall elimination provision.-The U.S. can 
enter into "totalization" agreements with 
foreign countries in order to provide Social 
Security benefits to individuals who have 
split their careers between the two coun
tries. The inappropriate application of the 
Windfall Elimination Provision (which re
duces benefits to an individual who also re
ceives a pension from work not covered by 
the U.S. Social Security system) in certain 
totalized cases would be repealed. 

Sec. 9 Exclusion of military reservists from 
application of the windfall elimination pro
vision.-Military retirees who receive a pen
sion based on inactive duty between 1956 and 
1988 would be exempted from the Govern
ment Pension Offset and the Windfall Elimi
nation Provision, thus conforming their 
treatment with that of other military retir
ees. 

Sec. 10 Repeal of facility-of-payment provi
sion.-When a dependent beneficiary has ben
efits withheld (e.g. due to the earnings test), 
the withheld benefits would be redistributed 
and paid directly to the remaining bene
ficiaries, rather than being paid to the work
ing beneficiary with the understanding that 
they were for the use of the other dependent 
beneficiaries under the facility-of-payment 
provision of current law. 

Sec. 11 Application of subsequent entitle
ment guarantee to maximum family bene
fits.-A worker who received disability bene
fits for a period of time, then returned to 
work, and subsequently became reentitled to 
benefits would be guaranteed the Maximum 
Family Benefit applicable during the period 
of his or her earlier entitlement to disability 
benefits. 

Sec. 12 Disclosure of SSA information for 
epidemiological research.-SSA would be 
permitted to disclose, subject to safeguards, 
whether its records showed an individual to 
be alive or deceased for epidemiological re
search purposes, if the information could 
reasonably be expected to contribute to the 
national health interest. 

THE REVEREND ROBERT E. CLARK 
RETIRES AFTER YEARS OF 
SERVICE 

HON. GERALD 8.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the Reverend 
Robert E. Clark has retired as rector of the 
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Episcopal Church of the Messiah in my home
town of Glens Falls, NY. 

He has been an outstanding spiritual leader 
in the community, and he will be missed, but 
fortunately, Reverend Clark has also contrib
uted to civil life, and we all hope that will con
tinue. 

After obtaining his bachelor's degree at 
Bowling Green State University in Ohio, Rev
erend Clark obtained a masters degree from 
Colgate-Rochester Divinity School, Bexley 
Hall, and Philadelphia Divinity School. He is a 
retired commander in the U.S. Navy Reserve 
and served as an information officer at the 
U.S. Naval Academy for many years. 

He served as rector at Church of the Mes
siah from 1978 until his recent retirement. Dur
ing that time, in addition to his duties as rec
tor, Reverend Clark has also been active on 
the executive board of the American Red 
Cross, United Way, Marines Corps League, 
Masonic Lodge 121, and a number of ecu
menical clergy groups. He has also served in 
various positions on the Episcopal diocese. He 
is a member of the American Association of 
Marriage and Family Counselors. 

Reverend Clark is married to Anne Thomp
son Clark, who, like her husband, has been a 
real asset to the community. They are the par
ents of four children. 

Friends, family, and parishioners honored 
Reverend Clark at a recent reception. Mr. 
Speaker, I would ask that you and other mem
bers please join me for our own tribute to the 
Reverend Robert E. Clark, a spiritual leader, 
pillar of his community, and great American. 

HONORING NEW SETAUKET FIRE 
CHIEF LAWRENCE T. HEINZ 

HON.GEORGEJ. HOCHBRUECKNER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to announce that on Saturday, Feb
ruary 20, 1993, the Setauket Fire Department 
of Long Island, NY, will honor its new chief, 
Lawrence T. Heinz. 

Mr. Heinz has been an active member of 
the Setauket Fire Department since December 
1968, when he was assigned to Engine and 
Hose Company No. 2. In 1980 he transferred 
to Rescue Company, and continued his volun
teer service to the community. In addition, he 
has achieved the designation of advanced 
emergency medical technician. 

Mr. Heinz served our Nation as a staff ser
geant in the U.S. Air Force and is now em
ployed by the Grumman Corp. as a crash res
cue firefighter. 

The installation ceremony will have special 
and unique significance because Larry Heinz 
will be sworn in as chief by his father, Mr. 
Rexford Heinz, who also served as chief of 
the Setauket Fire Department. The ceremony 
will be witnessed by family and friends includ
ing Larry Heinz's wife, Linda, as well as his 
son and daughter. The Heinz family has an 
outstanding record of community service with 
the Setauket Fire Department. Perhaps one 
day in the future Larry Heinz will swear in one 
of his children as chief and the family commit
ment will be carried on by a third generation. 
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As the Representative of the people of the 
First Congressional District of New York, I 
offer Chief Heinz my thanks for a job well 
done and best wishes for his tenure as chief. 

INDOCTRINATING THE CHILDREN 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, Thomas Sowell, 
a distinguished scholar at Stanford University, 
recently wrote a column titled "Indoctrinating 
the Children"· which appeared in the February 
1, 1993 issue of Forbes magazine. In re
sponse to fears being raised in the media 
about the religious right taking over school 
boards, Dr. Sowell asks the question, "Where 
have the media been all these years, while the 
most blatant, deliberate and pervasive indoc
trination by the political left has been taking 
place in public schools all across the coun
try?" Mr. Speaker, I submit Dr. Sowell's com
plete article for the RECORD. 

Any boy who grew up in a rough neighbor
hood has probably had the experience of hav
ing another boy punch him in class, with the 
teacher turning around just as he hit him 
back. 

It did no good to say, "He hit me first!" be
cause the automatic answer was: "Two 
wrongs don't make a right." 

It is much the same story in the media 
today, as editorials warn that "the religious 
right" is "taking over" school boards. 
Alarms are being raised that conservative or 
religious indoctrination will be imposed in 
the public schools. 

Where have the media been all these years, 
while the most blatant, deliberate and perva
sive indoctrination by the political left has 
been taking place in public schools all across 
the country? 

Hypothetical dangers from conservative or 
religious groups attempting to fight back do 
not begin to compare with the dangers from 
the enormous apparatus already in place, 
and continuing to conduct classroom brain
washing, to the detriment of academic edu
cation. 

The techniques of brainwashing developed 
in totalitarian countries are routinely used 
in psychological-conditioning programs im
posed on American school children. These in
clude emotional shock and desensitization, 
psychological isolation from sources of sup
port, stripping away defenses, manipulative 
cross-examination of the individual's under
lying moral values, and inducing acceptance 
of alternative values by psychological rather 
than rational means. 

These techniques are not confined to sepa
rate courses or programs, but also intrude 
into academic subjects like history or social 
studies, as well as being pervasive in pro
grams ostensibly dealing with special social 
issues, such as sex education, death edu
cation, drug prevention, nuclear education, 
or multiculturalism. 

Shock and desensitization procedures 
range from taking children to morgues and 
funeral homes to see and touch dead bodies 
to pairing boys and girls to have conversa
tions with each other about sex, showing 
ghastly movies of war, or raw movies show
ing sexual activity or close-ups of childbirth. 

Verbal examples include classroom discus
sions of lifeboat dilemmas, where the limited 
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capacity of the boat forces decisions as to 
who should be left to drown. Sometimes chil
dren are asked to decide whom they would 
sacrifice among members of their own fam
ily. 

These are not the isolated idiosyncrasies of 
particular teachers. They are products of nu
merous books and other "educational" mate
rial in programs packaged by organizations 
that sell such curricula to administrators 
and teach the techniques to teachers. Some 
packages even include instructions on how 
to deal with patents or others who object. 

Psychological isolation can be achieved in 
a number of ways, and stripping away psy
chological defenses can be done through as
signments to keep diaries to be discussed in 
the group and through role-playing assign
ments, both techniques used in the original 
brainwashing programs in China under Mao. 

Mobilizing school children for the political 
crusades of the left has also been going on 
for years. At one time, the largest number of 
letters received by the President of the Unit
ed States on any subject came from school 
children writing to him about nuclear issues, 
as part of their classroom assignments. 

All this is barely the proverbial tip of the 
iceberg. There is, for example, the whole 
Alice-in-Wonderland world of multi
culturalism, where the very photographs and 
drawings in textbooks must propagandize 
the multicultural message. There are math 
textbooks where the pictures of famous 
mathematicians and scientists would suggest 
that virtually no white male had ever had 
anything to do with either of these fields. 

The pettiness of the education establish
ment's detailed instructions and taboos for 
pictures in textbooks might seem funny to 
an observer, but they are deadly serious mat
ters of financial life and death to the pub
lishers. 

Many parents who have been appalled to 
discover what has been going on in the 
schools have fought lonely and frustrating 
battles against the education establishment. 
Eventually some have begun to organize, 
which at least deprives the school bureau
crats of their favorite line: "You're the only 
one who has complained." 

That line will be used, even when con
troversies and lawsuits are raging all across 
the country over a particular brainwashing 
program. Parents are also likely to be told 
that all the educational experts support the 
program. What they are unlikely to be told 
is that these "experts" are often the ideo
logical gurus who pushed these programs in 
the First place, or consultants who profit 
from them. 

When the futility of individual protest 
leads to organized activity, that is when the 
cry of "censorship" goes up from the edu
cation establishment and the media rush to 
the rescue, invoking the specter of "the reli
gious right. " What has caught their atten
tion is someone trying to fight back. 

AFRICAN-AMERICANS HAVE A 
PROUD LEGACY 

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, during the 
month of February all Americans will have the 
opportunity to reflect on the remarkable 
achievements of African-Americans in shaping 
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American history and American life. This is as 
it should be: Dr. Carter Woodson, Black His
tory Month's founding father, wanted this to be 
a time to celebrate achievements, not only for 
black Americans, but for all Americans. After 
all, we have all benefited from the accomplish
ments of African-Americans, and we have all 
been enriched by their culture. 

This year, we focus on African-Americans 
as scholars, leaders, activists, and writers. 
The late Thurgood Marshall, whose death we 
mourn, epitomized this theme; his efforts, as a 
civil rights advocate and Supreme Court Jus
tice, changed America forever-and for the 
better. So too, Arthur Ashe, who earned fame 
on the tennis court, but always remained a 
dedicated activist for human rights around the 
world. 

There is an endless honor roll of African
Americans: Compelling speakers and leaders 
like Malcolm X and Sojourner Truth; educators 
and intellectuals like Mary Mcleod Bethune 
and W.E.B. DuBois; giants of the civil rights 
movement like Rosa Parks and Dr. Martin Lu
ther King, Jr. 

But those who lead on the Nation's and 
world's stage are not alone. In States and 
cities, communities and neighborhoods across 
our country, we are rich in talented and able 
black Americans. Our leaders and neighbors 
in the First Congressional District of Connecti
cut include the late State Senator Wilber 
Smith, Art Johnson, and the late Isabel Blake, 
activists in community affairs and civil rights; 
historians and scholars like John Rodgers, 
Judge Boce Barlow, and John Brittain; and po
litical trailblazers and activists like Carrie 
Saxon Perry, Thirman Milner, and Ella Crom
well. These individuals are committed to 
achievement-not only for themselves, but for 
their community. 

Mr. Speaker, African-Americans have a 
proud legacy. I celebrate not only that legacy, 
but the continuing contribution of African
Americans to the enrichment and spirit of the 
United States. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM: MANAGED 
COMPETITION 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday, 
February 17, 1993 into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

The American heal th care system has two 
glaring problems: costs are out of control 
and roughly 37 million Americans lack medi
cal coverage. The challenge facing the coun
try today is to develop a solid consensus be
hind an approach to solve these and other 
problems. The approach most widely dis
cussed is managed competition. 

REFORM GOALS 

I find general agreement among Hoosiers 
about what they want from a health care 
system: it should be affordable; it should 
allow people to choose their own doctor and 
hospital; it should include preventive meas
ures; it should continue to provide high qual
ity care; and it should be universal, with no 
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patient denied basic care because he or she 
cannot pay for it. Also, the federal govern
ment must not micromanage care, but 
should leave states enough flexibility to ad
just health care programs to the needs of 
their citizens and to the limits of their re
sources. 

MANAGED COMPETITION 

Other reform proposals-ranging from 
more market competition to a government
run plan-are under consideration, but the 
reform that is most discussed at present in 
Washington is managed competition. The 
basic idea of managed competition is to re
strain costs by requiring health care provid
ers to compete with one another. Managed 
competition represents a middle ground be
tween a government-operated plan and mar
ket competition. The government would en
force some guidelines and restrictions on pri
vate insurers, doctors, and hospitals. Presi
dent Clinton backed managed competition 
last year, and he is expected to present a re
form package later this year. The Presi
dent's health care proposal will dominate de
bate on this issue. 

A managed competition system would use 
government incentives such as tax credits to 
encourage companies and individuals to en
roll in large or " super" health maintenance 
organizations (HMOs). The goal is to have 
the super HMOs compete to attract cus
tomers. Super HMOs would use their size and 
purchasing power to negotiate the best price 
and service from hospitals, doctors, and in
surers. Individuals, small employers and 
large corporations all could join, allowing 
everyone in that super HMO to receive simi
lar coverage for the same cost. 

Many Americans already are familiar with 
traditional HMOs, and roughly 45 million of 
them are enrolled in such an organization. 
Traditional HMOs, which offer medical cov
erage in return for a prepaid premium, try to 
hold down costs by limiting unnecessary 
services and restricting a patient's choice of 
doctors and hospitals to those in the HMO. 
HMOs have had limited success, and most 
have held cost increases to just under medi
cal inflation. 

Some large businesses are experimenting 
with managed competition. One company, 
for example, solicits bids from competing 
HMOs for the right to enroll its employees. 
It reviews the bids on the basis of cost and 
quality and reimburses its employees only 
for the least expensive HMO plan. Employees 
who join a more expensive HMO must pay 
the extra cost on their own. 

Critics of managed competition are con
cerned that the proposal has never been tried 
on a national level, and that it may not re
strict cost increases. Some also worry that 
rural areas would not benefit from managed 
competition. Few rural areas have enough 
people to form super HMOs, and managed 
competition will not necessarily increase the 
availability of doctors and other medical 
care in these areas. 

ADDITIONAL PROGRAM 

Managed competition plans often include 
several other reforms: 

One, a standard benefit plan could be es
tablished which insurers would have to offer 
everyone. The package could include doctor 
and hospital coverage, preventive care, men
tal health benefits, prescription drug cov
erage, and protection from catastrophic 
health care costs. Well-to-do families could, 
at their own expense, buy conveniences such 
as a private hospital room. A standardized 
package would reduce the blur of confusing 
coverages and price structures, allowing con-
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sumers to more easily compare various cov
erage plans for cost and service. 

Two, insurers could be required to provide 
the same coverage to everyone for the same 
price, regardless of whether they have a pre
existing illness. Some states are experiment
ing with such proposals. 

Three, spending targets could be estab
lished for public and private health care ex
penditures. The goal would be to limit cost 
increases, not actually cut payments. Clin
ton has indicated support for some form of 
spending target. Some experts, however, be
lieve spending restrictions would be unneces
sary or even counterproductive, adding bu
reaucracy while stifling innovation and lim
iting care. 

Four, the government could alter tax laws 
so employer provided health benefits which 
go beyond a basic benefits package no longer 
would be tax exempt. This proposal, which is 
very controversial, would encourage employ
ees to choose less expensive coverage. 

Five, several incremental reforms could be 
adopted to improve managed competition, 
including increased health education, more 
primary and preventive care, malpractice re
form, cost-sharing, more health care re
search, and reduced paperwork. 

Finally, health care could be expanded. 
There is a real complication in trying to con
trol health costs while expanding access to 
medical care: the first saves money but the 
second costs money. Most health experts be
lieve the cost of expanding care to everyone 
will far outstrip any savings from com
prehensive reform. Moreover, it probably 
would take at least five years for a managed 
competition plan to be put into place and 
produce savings. if the government must 
wait to see savings from a reform package, 
expansion of health care coverage might 
have to be postponed. 

CONCLUSION: 

I believe comprehensive health care reform 
is necessary to deal with the problems of in
creasing costs and limited access. The need 
for consensus on reform is ·urgent. For the 
present, managed competition is where the 
action is, and it probably represents the best 
chance through combined private and public 
coverage to deal with the health care chal
lenge. 

Managed competition is not the perfect so
lution to the nation's health care needs-
costs will continue to rise (although prob
ably at a slower rate), many adjustments 
will have to be made over time, and some 
Americans still may not have adequate and 
affordable health care coverage. But it could 
be an important start. 

INTRODUCING A RESOLUTION TO 
OPPOSE OIL IMPORT FEES 

HON. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing a concurrent resolution which ex
presses the sense of the Congress that no 
new taxes or fees should be levied on im
ported oil. 

Oil import fees have been mentioned in re
cent weeks as a possible component of a 
broad-based energy tax. In fact, legislation 
has been introduced in both Houses of Con-
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gress which sets a floor on the price of im
ported crude oil of $25. Given the current 
world price of about $20, this floor actually 
amounts to an import fee of $5 per barrel. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the imposition of 
new oil import fees or taxes on the American 
people would have detrimental economic, so
cial, and environmental effects. A $5 per bar
rel import fee could cost consumers a stagger
ing $31 billion while the American economy is 
struggling to overcome the effects of a reces
sion. 

An oil import fee is regressive; it hits low
and middle-income people the hardest. Espe
cially at risk are those who depend on the 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pro
gram for heating and energy assistance. 
These people, composed of the poor and the 
elderly, and struggling with minimal Federal 
energy assistance, cannot withstand another 
large increase in their annual energy bill. 

An import fee is a selective and inefficient 
tool for reducing the deficit. It places the brunt 
of the deficit reduction burden on the shoul
ders of people living in import-dependent re
gions like the Northeast and the Midwest. 
Nearly half of every every new dollar charged 
for oil in this country as a result of an import 
fee will go not to deficit reduction, but to do
mestic oil companies. 

And by substantially increasing the price of 
oil, an oil import fee could also lead to envi
ronmental degradation by stimulating oil explo
ration and development in sensitive coastal 
and wilderness areas. 

Mr. Speaker, the best information shows 
that oil import fees make bad policy for the 
American people. I hope my colleagues will 
join me in opposing any new oil import fees by 
cosponsoring my sense of the Congress reso
lution. 

AMERICAN VIETNAMESE LEADERS 
HONORED 

HON. WAYNE T. GILCHRFST 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, on October 
1, 1992, a group of American-Vietnamese 
leaders were honored by the Vietnamese 
Council for a Free Vietnam, the American 
Committee for a Free Vietnam, and the Con
gressional Task Force on Vietnam, of which I 
serve as the Republican co-chairman, in room 
116, annex 1 . 

The meeting was organized by a committee 
of the Vietnamese Council for a Free Vietnam 
under the able leadership of Chairman Le 
Phuoc Sang, Ph.D. I had the honor of present
ing the citations to the honorees together with 
the outgoing Democratic co-chair, Representa
tive Ed Feighan. Ambassador William E. 
Colby, president of the American Committee 
for a Free Vietnam also spoke and several of 
his board members were present. A number of 
my colleagues, including several members of 
the task force, Representatives DAVID SKAGGS, 
DANA ROHRABACHER, and FRANK WOLF were 
also in attendance. 

The honorees were selected by the Viet
namese Council for a Free Vietnam from the 
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ranks of Vietnamese professionals and artists 
who by their work have contributed to keeping 
alive the traditions of Vietnamese culture abol
ished by the Communists and who contributed 
to the cause of a free Vietnam. This was the 
second of such events-the first one featured 
six human rights activists from California on 
August 5, 1992, and further events are 
planned by the two organizations and the 
Congressional Task Force. 

I insert into the RECORD the names and oc
cupations of the American-Vietnamese 
honorees who attended the October 1 event. 

AMERICAN VIETNAMESE HONOREES 

I. MEDICAL DOCTORS-FIGHTERS-BENEFACTERS 

Dr. Nguyen Xuan Dung, Dr. Nguyen Thanh 
Khuong, Industrialist Le Van Ba, Industri
alist Le Van Huong, and Professor Dang van 
Nham. 

II. JOURNALISTS 

Nguyen Huu Nghia, Son Tung, Ngoc Hoai 
Phuong, Huynh cong Anh, Truong Si Luong, 
Hoang Duoc Thao, Nguyen Ba Dinh, Dao 
Truong Phuo, Viet Dzung, Vi Khue, Nguyen 
Thuyen, Ho cong Lo, and Le Hong Long. 

III. WRITERS 

Nguyen Huong, Nguyen Manh Dan, Truong 
Son Le Xuan Nhi, Nguyen Nghia, An Khe, 
Ngo Du Trung, Nguyen Due Lap, Thieu Mai, 
Nguyen Ngoc Ngan, and Xuan Vu. 

IV. POETS 

Van Nuong, Vi Khue, Nam Man, Nguyen 
Huu Nhat, Hoang Bao Viet, Ho Cong Tam, 
Viet Phuong, Kha Huyen, Cao Tieu, Kha 
Huyen, Cao Tieu, and Ha Huyen Chi. 

V. ARTISTS 

Ha Cam Duong, Nguyen Nhat Tan, Vivi Vo 
Hung Kiet, Babui Nguyen Tan Phu, Nguyen 
Tanh De. 

VI. MUSICIANS-COMPOSERS-SINGERS 

Kim Loan, Minh 'Ha, Nguyet Anh, Tran 
Quang Hai, Pham Duo Thanh, Viet Dzung, 
Pham Quang Ngoc, Nguyen Quyet Thang, 
Chau Dinh An, Hung Cuong, Tran Van Trach. 

VII.RESEARCHERS 

Tran Van Tich, and Le Huu Muc. 

HEALTH CARE IN AMERICA 

HON. NORMAN D. DICKS 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, in the last Con
gress, I introduced legislation that attempted 
to address our collective concern here in the 
House of Representatives about the human 
impact of the sharp increases in the cost of 
health care in America. 

Annual inflationary increases in health 
care-far more than the cost-of-living adjust
ment provided in a worker's wages-have 
forced millions of Americans to spend more 
and more of their annual incomes on health 
care, while others have been financially pre
cluded from receiving adequate health care for 
themselves and for their families. Health care 
is, in fact, out of reach for many Americans, 
not only because of the recessionary period of 
the past several years, but because health 
care costs are far outpacing personal in
comes. 

I am once again calling the attention of my 
colleagues to sound an alarm on this issue. 
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Testimony recently provided to the House 
Ways and Means Committee has signaled, 
unfortunately, that the health care crisis in 
America is indeed getting worse. At a hearing 
on January 26 CBO, several research organi
zations, and public and private health care in
stitutes were unanimous in predicting that the 
trend would continue unless the Congress and 
the President seize the opportunity and adopt 
meaningful health care reform. 

Although the 103d Congress is only a few 
days old several health care measures have 
already been introduced, and many, many 
more will be considered before this session is 
completed. These measures will attempt to re
form or to reorganize or to expand our health 
care system, achieving the all-important goal 
of controlling costs. Most of the solutions are 
as massive and complex as the problems they 
attempt to solve. 

The recent testimony has only served to un
derscore the reality that the population of unin
sured is concentrated disproportionately 
among low-income families. An estimated 54 
percent of those who have no health insur
ance are families with annual incomes ·under 
$20,000, while only 11 percent of the families 
with incomes larger than that were uninsured. 
There is a solution for many of these low-in
come families, and one that is cost effective 
and timely for these most vulnerable people in 
our society. At this time, community, migrant, 
and homeless health care centers provide in
expensive primary and preventative care for 
millions of low-income and disadvantaged 
people. The basic services offered by these 
clinics save money by reducing the number of 
emergency room visits, reducing the number 
of hospital admissions, shortening the length 
of hospital stays, reducing the number of pre
mature births, lowering the number of commu
nicable diseases, and protecting our Nation's 
children from disease through immunization. 
But it is important to note that, for every pa
tient who receives care in one of these clinics, 
there are four others who go unserved be
cause of the shortage of personnel, facilities 
and, of course, money. 

In my district in Washington State, commu
nity and homeless health care clinics have 
clearly made the difference for many families 
who are forced to choose between paying the 
light bill or to take their child for a medical 
checkup. An estimated 15,000 low-income in
dividuals receive primary and preventative 
care in the Tacoma-Pierce County area alone. 
Across the State of Washington, community 
health care clinics will provide more than 
400,000 medical and dental treatments. Since 
the number of unemployed people in the U.S. 
'continues to rise, and unfortunately in Wash
ington State we are facing the potential of fur
ther unemployment because of the downturn 
in the aircraft and timber industries, these clin
ics represent an absolutely essential lifeline for 
an increasingly at-risk population. 

The bill I am introducing today, similar to 
legislation I introduced in the 1 02d Congress, 
addresses this area of neglect by increasing 
our investment in migrant, community, and 
homeless health care programs. Through this 
legislation each of these health care programs 
would receive an annual increase in funding of 
20 percent beginning in fiscal year 1994. Simi
lar increases would continue through the sue-
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ceeding 3 years until funding for these pro
grams amounts to twice their current level. 

Children from low-income families would ob
viously be the greatest beneficiaries of this 
legislation. About one-third of those served by 
these clinics are children under the age of 14, 
and more than one-fourth are women of child
bearing age. Children present a special risk in 
uninsured and underinsured families, as they 
are most likely to suffer when deprived of con
tinuous health care. As many of my col
leagues know, children will be the largest 
beneficiaries of this effort, especially in areas 
such as childhood immunization. For every 
dollar spent on immunizations and on preven
tive care for young people, there is a tenfold 
savings in future medical costs. That's the 
kind of incremental improvements we can 
make, in the near term, while Congress and 
the administration are considering more com
prehensive and far-reaching health car re
forms. 

I encourage my colleagues to support this 
legislation, and to join me in providing the 
medically underserved an effective and cost
efficient health care program. 

BLACK HISTORY MONTH 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, February is 
Black History Month. It is with immense pride 
that I stand to pay tribute to men and women 
who have contributed substantially to the his
tory of this country. 

Despite their astounding contributions, most 
of the profiles which I will run this month will 
be of people with whom you are unfamiliar. 
Their lack of fame is not attributable to the 
paucity of their efforts or the dearth of their 
ambition. Their contributions are often denied, 
their achievements are often attributed to oth
ers and their existence is overlooked in history 
books because of their race. It is my fervent 
hope that one day these African-Americans 
will be recognized by all Americans for the 
content of their character. 

In the face of overwhelming obstacles black 
Americans have survived and often, pros
pered. These people of strength and courage 
excelled in fields as varied as law, medicine, 
science, journalism, business, the arts, and re
ligion. 

These black Americans did not allow preju
dice to douse the fire of imagination nor big
otry to put out the flame of knowledge. Instead 
they used their intelligence, ingenuity, and de
termination to enlighten the world. 

I hope that the knowledge of their struggle 
and ultimate triumph will inspire yet another 
generation to work to overcome any obstacle 
which may be encountered on the long and 
arduous road to freedom. 

BLACKS IN MILITARY SERVICE 

African-Americans have fought and died to 
protect the lives, liberty, and property of all 
Americans. In every armed conflict, African
Americans have gone into battle with a hope 
and a promise that their reward for loyal and 
distinctive service would be the realization of 
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the ideals of freedom and justice embodied in 
the Constitution and touted as the birthright of 
every American. Yet this country has been 
slow and reluctant to grant them basic human 
rights. 

Today, I rise to salute James Lafayette, 
Peter Salem, and Dorie Miller for their gallant 
service to this country. However, I must also 
recognize: Crispus Attucks, the first soldier to 
fall in the American Revolutionary War; the 22 
African-American Medal of Honor recipients of 
the Civil War; the black calvary unit that rode 
up San Juan Hill in front of Teddy Roosevelt's 
Rough Riders; the several thousand women 
who served as WAC's in World War 11; the 
Tuskeegee airmen who learned to fly . despite 
being told that they were unable; and the hun
dreds of thousands of ordinary men and 
women who fought in Korea, Vietnam, and 
Operation Desert Storm. 

JAMES ARMISTEAD LAFAYETTE 

James Lalayette risked his life behind 
enemy lines to help American forces. During 
the American Revolutionary War, Lafayette 
served as a scout and espionage agent for 
American forces. The intelligence reports 
which he provided to French commanders en
abled French troops and American forces 
commanded by Gen. George Washington to 
successfully counter British troop movements. 
Many historians believe that Lafayette's re
ports paved the way for Washington's 1781 
victory at Yorktown. 

In recognition of Lafayette's valued assist
ance, the Virginia Legislature granted him 
freedom in 1786. 

In 1819, Lafayette was finally granted a 
pension of $40 per year normally awarded to 
white men who served on the military. Be
cause of racial prejudice,' Lafayette had been 
denied his pension for over 40 years. 

PETER SALEM 

In 1750, Peter Salem was born a slave in 
Framingham, MA. At the onset of the Amer
ican Revolutionary War, the British offered 
slaves in the Southern colonies freedom if 
they fought with British forces. This provoca
tive invitation coupled with the fear of slave in
surrection, prodded the Colonial forces to ac
cept the services of free blacks in the Army. 
Like many Northern colonists, the Belknap 
family, who owned Salem, was ill at ease with 
the apparent contradiction of freedom for the 
colonies but continued bondage for humans. 
This uneasiness led them to an act of con
science. They granted Salem his freedom. He 
enlisted in the American Revolutionary Forces. 

Although it is widely believed that Peter 
Salem saw action on the opening day of the 
Revolutionary War, he is best known for his 
involvement in the Battle of Bunker Hill. Popu
lar lore maintains that during the battle, Salem 
killed the first Englishman, Maj. John Pitcairn. 
Salem's exploits are memorialized in the 1782 
painting "The Battle of Bunker Hill" by artist 
John Trumbull in which an African-American 
soldier stands at the ready. It is widely be
lieved that Salem served with distinction in the 
Continental Army for the duration of the war. 

Unfortunately, despite his heroic service in 
bringing about the birth of the republic, Salem 
died in the Framingham poorhouse in 1816. 

Today, the "Salem" gun is preserved at 
Bunker Hill to commemorate his deed. 
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DORIE MILLER 

On December 7, 1941 , the massive and 
surprise bombardment of Pearl Harbor, HA, 
forced American troops into World War II. It 
also forced Dorie Miller to become a hero. 

As a messman on the U.S.S. Arizona, Miller 
was attending his regular duties when the air
borne attack began. Amid the noise and con
fusion, Miller rushed on deck, hauled his 
wounded captain to safety and pointed anti
aircraft guns at the attacking planes. Although 
neither trained to operate weaponry nor to 
participate in battle, Miller steadily and tena
ciously used the antiaircraft gun to bring down 
four enemy fighter planes. 

The following year, he was cited for bravery 
and extraordinary courage by Fleet Adm. 
Chester Nimitz and was awarded a Silver 
Star. The War Department used Miller's popu
larity to sell U.S. war bonds. After a short pro
motion tour, Miller was assigned to the 
Liscome Bay. Unfortunately, Miller's bravery 
and fame were not sufficient to earn him a 
promotion, reassignment or a reevaluation of 
duties. He returned as a messman. 

On November 25, 1944, the Liscome Bay 
was sunk, there were no survivors. 

CRANDALL 
HISTORY; 
YEAR 

LIBRARY HAS RICH 
CELEBRATES lOOTH 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
best loved institutions in my hometown of 
Glens Falls, NY is celebrating its 1 OOth anni
versary. 

Crandall Library is a dignified, red-brick 
building that anchors city park in downtown 
Glens Falls. Like many other institutions in the 
area, it has a long and rich history. 

·There had been several attempts in the 19th 
century to establish a collection of books for 
general circulation in the area; help came from 
an unexpected source. 

Henry Crandall had been born in 1821 in 
nearby Lake George. He received little formal 
education, and was never an avid reader, he 
did learn to save and invest his money, and in 
1850, with $1,000 in his pocket, he moved to 
Glens Falls. He built a residence on land he 
later donated as a city park. In 1892, Crandall 
called school superintendent Sherman Wil
liams, and offered $2,500 for books, along 
with the second floor of a building he owned 
next to city park and the necessary furniture. 

Crandall stipulated that the books must be 
freely circulated to anyone interested in read
ing them. 

From that humble beginning, Crandall Li
brary has grown to become the central ref
erence library of the Southern Adirondack Li
brary System. It now has more than 170,000 
volumes of adult, nonfiction, fiction, and juve
nile collections, records, audio cassettes, 
CD's, and video cassettes. The library sub
scribes to over 300 magazines and news
papers. 

It's exactly because of institutions like 
Crandall Library that Glens Falls was called 
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Hometown U.S.A. in a Look magazine story in 
the 1940's. Many larger cities cannot boast of 
so fine a library serving so many people. 

It's my pleasure to commend employees 
and trustees of Crandall Library and to con
gratulate her on 100 years of service. 

RECOGNITION OF ROBERT M. 
BROCK ON ms RETIREMENT 
FROM WAGE AND HOUR DIVI
SION, MISSISSIPPI DISTRICT 
OFFICE 

HON. MIKE PARKER 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Speaker, today I stand in 
the Halls of Congress, in the "people's cham
ber," to speak in honor of a great citizen of my 
district, Mr. Robert M. Brock. 

Mr. Brock, Director of Jackson, MS Wage 
and Hour Division District Office, retired on 
January 3, · 1993 after a career of dedicated 
and exemplary service. He began his wage & 
hour career in 1960 as an investigator in 
Knoxville, TN, moved to Louisville, KY in 
1966, and worked in various positions in the 
national office from 1970 to 1980. In June of 
1980, he transferred to Jackson, MS as the 
district director, where he served the wage 
earners of Mississippi for more then 12 years. 
Robert is highly respected as an authority on 
wage-hour laws and his service will be 
missed. 

I know that my friend, Robert Brock, will 
face the challenges of retirement with the 
same determination and courage he has 
shown throughout his career. I salute him for 
his accomplishments and wish him well. 

MEDICARE EKG PAYMENT 
RESTORATION ACT OF 1993 

HON. BENJAMIN L CARDIN 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing legislation to reinstate payment for 
electrocardiogram interpretations [EKG's] 
under the Medicare program. Separate pay
ments for EKG's performed in conjunction with 
an office visit or consultation were eliminated 
as a cost savings measure in the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. Payments 
for EKG's were bundled into visit and con
sultation codes. 

The effect of the OBRA 90 provision has 
been to shift payments among physicians, 
overcompensating some doctors who never 
perform EKG's and underpaying those who in
terpret many EKG's. This provision also vio
lates the spirit of physician payment reform 
enacted only 1 year earlier. Services that in
volve physician time and effort should be reim
bursed according to the resource costs of pro
viding the service. Perhaps worst of all, the 
law provides an economic disincentive for doc
tors to use this vital diagnostic tool when treat
ing our Nation's elderly and disabled citizens. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

In the 102d Congress, 240 Members of the 
House cosponsored legislation to correct this 
problem. Last year the House twice passed 
corrective measures as part of H.R. 3837, the 
Federal Program Improvement Act, and H.R. 
11, the Revenue Act of 1992. My bill is iden
tical to language in H.R. 11 which was vetoed 
by the President for reasons unrelated to 
EKG's. The conference report on H.R. 11 in
cluded statements from the American Society 
of Internal Medicine, the American Medical As
sociation, the American Academy of Family 
Physicians, and the American College of Phy
sicians endorsing this measure. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor this leg
islation and to join me in making passage of 
this bill a priority for the 103d Congress. A 
technical explanation of this bill accompanies 
my statement. 

TECHNICAL ExPLANATION FOR EKG BILL 

CURRENT LAW 

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1990 prohibited separate payment for the in
terpretation of EKG's that are performed or 
ordered to be performed as part or in con
junction with a medical visit or consulta
tion. This provision was effective for services 
provided beginning January 1, 1992. 

In the regulations implementing the Medi
care fee schedule, the Department of Health 
and Human Services bundled payment for 
EKG interpretation into medical visit and 
consultation fees. HHS included relative 
value units valued at $0.73 in 1992 and $0.72 in 
1993 for office visits, office consultations and 
emergency visits; $1.11 in 1992 and $1.10 in 
1993 for hospital visits, hospital consulta
tions and critical care services; and $0.10 in 
1992 and 1993 for all other visits. 

PROBLEM 

Bundling of services provides incentives 
for appropriate utilization of services. In the 
case of EKG's, however, the provision redis
tributes monies to doctors who never inter
pret EKG's. Also, physicians who interpret 
EKG's without providing a visit or consulta
tion receive no compensation for the service. 
There have been scattered reports about 
EKG's in hospitals not being interpreted as 
well as reports of doctors finding ways to cir
cumvent the provision. 

BACKGROUND 

In the 102d Congress. I joined with 240 
other Members of Congress in cosponsoring 
H.R. 3373, the Medicare EKG Restoration Act 
of 1991. Although no Medicare legislation was 
considered by the House of Representatives 
in 1991, the House did pass corrective legisla
tion twice in 1992, first in August as part of 
H.R. 3837, the Federal Program Improvement 
Act, and later in October as part of H.R. 11. 
H.R. 11 was ultimately passed by Congress 
but President Bush vetoed it due to consider
ations totally unrelated to EKG's. 

With the establishment of the Medicare 
Fee Schedule, separate payment for EKG in
terpretations is more complicated for two 
reasons: 

(1) Due to a technical error, an insufficient 
number of relative value units for EKG in
terpretation was bundled into the medical 
visits and consultations. This means that 
more money will be paid for EKG's than will 
be subtracted from the visits and consulta
tions unless there is an adjustment to the 
relative value units. 

(2) Because more EKG interpretations go 
to the full fee schedule immediately than 
medical visits, during the transition, sepa
rate payment for EKG interpretations would 
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not be budget-neutral if only relative value 
units were redistributed between EKG's and 
visits and consultations. The adjustment to 
the historical payment basis that HHS made 
to achieve budget neutrality would have 
been greater if the EKG separate payment 
legislation had been passed prior to the im
plementation of the Medicare Fee Schedule 
and made effective with that implementa
tion. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

This bill would establish separate fee 
schedule amounts for EKG interpretations 
performed as part of or in conjunction with 
a visit to or a consultation with a doctor. 
The separate payment would apply for inter
pretations provided in all settings. 

HHS would use the same transition provi
sions and rules for EKG interpretations that 
were used for all services in 1992. That is, the 
historical payment basis would be calculated 
for EKG interpretations for each locality and 
the statutory transition rules would be ap
plied to determine a 1992 payment. The 
statutorily specified transition rules for 1993, 
1994 and 1995 would apply in those years. 

The relative values established in the No
vember 25, 1992 physician fee schedule final 
regulation were 0.34 relative value units for 
93000 and 93010 and 0.29 for 93040 and 93042. 
Using the applicable 1993 conversion factor of 
$31.25, the fees under the fully implemented 
fee schedule for 1993 would be $10.62, and 
$9.06, respectively. It is important to stress 
that these will not necessarily be the full fee 
schedule amounts in 1994 for EKG interpreta
tions. The relative values or conversion fac
tor could change as a result of legislative 
amendments or changes that HHS makes in 
relative value units. 

The bill would require HHS to subtract the 
relative value units for EKG interpretations 
that were actually bundled into the medical 
visit and consult relative value units. This 
will result in the following reductions for 
services paid at the full fee schedule. 

Office visits, office consultations and 
emergency visits: $0.72; Hospital visits, hos
pital consultations and critical care services: 
$1.lO;and 

All other visits: $0.10. 
An adjustment is also needed to account 

for the shortfall of relative value units that 
were actually bundled into the medical visits 
and consults. The bill would require HHS to 
make an across-the-board adjustment to the 
relative values for all services established to 
cover the insufficiency. The adjustment is 
currently estimated to be a 0.36 percent re
duction. This reduction affects only the fully 
implemented fee schedule amount. 

Had a sufficient number of relative value 
units been bundled in the HHS regulations at 
the time the fee schedule was implemented 
this adjustment would not have been nec
essary. Because of the insufficiency, how
ever, the fee schedule conversion factor is 
too high by this amount. This adjustment is 
now necessary and appropriate to restore the 
physician fee schedule payment amounts to 
their intended level had the error not oc
curred. 

An adjustment is also needed to make the 
legislation budget-neutral during the transi
tion because more EKG interpretations go to 
the full fee schedule immediately than medi
cal visits and consultations. My bill requires 
HHS to adjust the historical fees used during 
the transition. 

Technically, the adjustment would work as 
follows: for services in transition, the 1992 
fees that would be updated and used for 
blending with the fee schedule in 1993, 1994 
and 1995 would be reduced across the board 
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for all services, including EKG's, visits and 
consults, by a figure estimated to be 1.3 per
cent. This reduction would not apply to any 
payments for services in 1992 or 1993 nor 
would it apply to services paid at the full fee 
schedule (i.e., services not in transition). 
This adjustment accounts for the insuffi
ciency of relative value units bundled into 
the visits and consultations during the tran
sition and the costs of the differential transi
tion between EKG interpretations and medi
cal visits and consultations. There would be 
no permanent effect of this adjustment when 
all fees are paid at the fee schedule in 1996. 

In summary, _the costs of this legislation 
would be paid for by three related adjust
ments. The effect of the legislation varies 
depending on whether the service is in tran
sition or paid at the full fee schedule, and de
pending on whether the service is a medical 
visit, consultation, EKG interpretation or 
another service. 

First, for services in transition (other than 
visits and consultations), the total effect on 
payments in 1994 is a 0.83 percent reduction. 
The reduction would be 0.59 percent in 1995. 
Relative to the payment amounts under the 
fully implemented fee schedule as revised by 
the final rule published in the November 25, 
1992 Federal Register, there will be a 0.36 per
cent reduction in the 1996 fee schedule 
amount. 

Second, visit and consultation services in 
transition would be reduced by 0.83 percent 
in 1994 and 0.59 percent in 1995, as well as by 
a percentage of the total relative value units 
bundled into that the visit and consultation 
payments to account for EKG interpretation 
(33% in 1994 and 50% in 1995) depending on 
the type of medical visit or consultation. 
There will also be a 0.36 percent reduction in 
the 1996 fee schedule amounts relative to the 
values in the fee schedule final regulation. 

And third, for services paid at the full fee 
schedule (other than visits and consulta
tions), 1994 payments would be reduced 0.36 
percent relative to the current payment 
amounts. For visits and consultation serv
ices paid at the full fee schedule, 1994 pay
ments would be reduced by $0.72, $1.10, or 
$0.10 depending on the type of medical visit, 
as well as by 0.36 percent relative to the cur
rent payment amounts. 

A JUDGE OF CHARACTER 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
I believe that too many of us hold up the past 
as a golden age and consistently assume that 
things have gotten worse over time. In fact, in 
most areas of our life I think there has been 
very substantial improvement. And the career 
of Judge Lawrence Shubow shows that. Un
fortunately, because of age Judge Shubow 
had to retire on November 30-so this is not 
an example of things necessarily getting bet
ter. But as the November 23 editorial in the 
Boston Globe, entitled "A Judge of Character" 
shows, the evolution in Judge Shubow's ca
reer is an example of the progress we have 
made. Forty years ago, because of his ardent 
defense of civil liberties against the 
McCarthyite abuses in the Nation, Larry 
Shubow was attacked by people who sought 
to marginalize him politically. At that point, few 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

would have predicted his ultimate ascension to 
the bench. The fact that in 1978, Governor Mi
chael Dukakis was able to appoint him to a 
judgeship, for which appointment he was con
firmed despite an effort by some to smear 
him, demonstrates how far this country has 
evolved in its recognition of the importance of 
individual freedom and civil liberties. 

The Boston Globe's editorial accurately 
characterizes the extremely valuable work 
Judge Shubow did for the citizens of Massa
chusetts, and the example of courage, com
passion, and intellectual honesty that he pre
sents to all of us. Because people should 
know that there are many areas where Amer
ican life is improving, and because excellent 
examples of first-rate public service are al
ways useful, I insert the Globe editorial about 
Larry Shubow here: 

A JUDGE OF CHARACTER 

It has been a long march for Judge Law
rence D. Shubow, who retires on Nov. 30 as 
chief judge of the Brookline Municipal 
Court. 

Although he is considered one of the 
state's more thoughtful and compassionate 
judges, in earlier years few predicted he 
would ever be given a chance to don the judi
cial robes. 

As a young, left-leaning lawyer in the 
1950s, Shubow worked tirelessly to block 
local witch-hunts inspired by supporters of 
Sen. Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin. Branded 
a Communist sympathizer, Shubow lived 
constantly with the fear that he, too, would 
be among the hunted. 

By 1978, when he was appointed to the 
bench by Gov. Michael Dukakis, Shubow's 
earlier interest in international political 
systems was subsumed by issues such as fair 
housing, juvenile delinquency, rent control 
and family law. The Dorchester native had 
come home. 

Shubow may well be a walking advertise
ment for the 1978 legislation that set up a re
call system allowing judges to serve beyond 
the mandatory retirement age of 70. But he 
is first to acknowledge that such a practice 
inhibits the filing of vacant judgeships and 
merits no place in the system. 

He was similarly honest last May when he 
expressed public regret for failing to exam
ine the criminal record of Michael Cartier, 
the murderer of Kristin Lardner. Shubow's 
restraining order had failed to protect the 
woman. Characteristically, the judge did not 
seek security in obscurity. 

In his final weeks on the bench, Shubow is 
implementing the state's first citizen advi
sory committee to make the courts more ac
cessible and accountable. 

His retirement plans include research on 
accreditation, which he believes is as impor
tant for halls of justice as it is for hospitals 
and police. 

An iconoclast, Shubow has been known to 
refer to his judicial robe as his "little black 
dress." By all accounts, he has worn it well. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
GUARANTEEING ACCESS TO 
HEALTH CARE TO ALL AMERI
CANS 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro

ducing legislation to propose an amendment 

February 17, 1993 
to the Constitution of the United States to 
guarantee access to medical care to every citi
zen of the United States. 

Our Declaration of Independence states: 
"We hold these truths to be self-evident, that 
all men are created equal, that they are en
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, 
Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness." 

Fulfillment of this pledge cannot be 
achieved without ensuring access to medical 
care for all Americans. 

Be it justified on the basis of morality, fair
ness or even cost-effectiveness, it should be 
self-evident to us all that medical care is req
uisite to the achievement of life, liberty and 
happiness. 

Like the protection of all rights, how to best 
ensure access to medical care is a matter for 
on-going debate. This legislation provides for 
a 1-year period, after ratification by the States, 
to put in place the implementing legislation. 
Passage of this amendment will provide a 
time-line for ensuring access to that which 
should be a basic right of all Americans, medi
cal care. 

DECENT WORK FOR LEGAL 
AMERICAN CITIZENS 

HON. MAJOR R. OWENS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, tonight the Presi
dent will begin a process of redirecting our 
economy and our national priorities with a 
bold, comprehensive program. This national 
action package will emphasize investments in 
human beings as well as investments in phys
ical infrastructure. Education and training for 
jobs will be a major component of ths com
prehensive program. At some time within the 
next 100 days a more detailed welfare reform 
proposal will be initiated. And we also anx
iously await the launching of a national health 
care program. 

Today I would like to call attention to a 
model program already in existence which in 
one effort shows how to accomplish some of 
our important goals in welfare reform, job 
training, improved health care and the provi
sion of child care for working mothers. As we 
well know, the Zoe Baird case highlighted the 
fact that there is a preceived shortage of quali
fied child care workers in this Nation. This 
model program at the Brooklyn Downstate 
Medical Center located in my 11th Congres
sional District trains child care workers for jobs 
in hospitals, day care centers and, yes, if 
there were more funds for training, many 
could provide quality child care services for 
working mothers. Without exploiting undocu
mented workers, the child care needs of work
ing women can be met while at the the same 
time we provide decent jobs for women who 
want to get off welfare and go to work. 

Dr. Joann Bradley, vice provost for Allied 
Medical Professions at Downstate Medical 
Center has developed a curriculum and regi
men which in 1 year prepares enrollees for the 
very sensitive task of caring for children. Grad
uates who complete this program find a long 
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list of jobs waiting. Dr. Bradley insists that 
adequate training requires no less than 1 year. 
The pilot program she presently operates may 
soon be closed for lack of funding. To allow 
such a program to close would indeed be trag
ic. Since this initiative is part of the continuing 
education program within the context of a 
great medical school, the participants are also 
exposed to information about career opportu
nities in the allied medical professions. Two
year training programs for x-ray technicians, 
medical records specialists, physical therapists 
and nursing are among the program offered. 

Dr. Bradley estimates that with the proper 
funding she could expand her child care work
er program to an enrollment of 100, with in
creases each year until a maximum of 300 per 
year is reached. Dr. Bradley notes that there 
are several obstacles to Federal support for 
this program which guarantees jobs to its 
graduates. The fact that most Federal training 
programs do not provide stipends beyond 6 
months is one of the major obstacles. Mr. 
Speaker, to jump-start the human investment 
initiatives of President Clinton while at the 
same time we begin to fill the great need for 
child care workers in America, I propose that 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices and/or the Department of Labor imme
diately review this existing program at 
Downstate Medical Center. This existing pilot 
program should be kept alive and expanded. 
We have here a model which may be rep
licated any place in the Nation, but especially 
in the needy urban centers. 

The multiple benefits are clear and simple: 
Welfare mothers may enroll in a 1-year pro
gram which guarantees a stable job. These 
same qualified child care workers can be em
ployed by families with wage earners in high
er-paying professions. The welfare rolls are 
lowered, children receive better care and the 
Zoe Baird syndrome is avoided. American citi
zens are put to work in decent-paying jobs. At 
the same time, they lessen the burden on pro
fessional women in more competitive areas of 
our economy. It is a win-win situation. 

Certain practical innovations could move 
this set of opportunities further and faster. If 
welfare participants in the downstate program 
were allowed to keep their Medicaid benefits 
after they begin working, it would allow them 
to work at wages which middle-class families 
can afford to pay. This subsidy would benefit 
both the worker and the employer. In view of 
the fact that the Nation is moving in the direc
tion of universal health coverage, a waiver for 
this pilot program should not be difficult to jus
tify. 

What is most important, Mr. Speaker, is that 
the human investment component of President 
Clinton's jump-start for the economy should 
begin immediately and that it should begin 
with those who need the investment most. 
Welfare mothers want to work. The need for 
child care workers and allied health care pro
fessionals is massive. Let us begin by combin
ing these two needs. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

EXTENSION OF DUTY SUSPENSION 
FOR 3-D CAMERAS 

HON. JAMFS H. BILBRA Y 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, today I am re
introducing legislation to extend the temporary 
duty suspension for 3-D cameras. This sus
pension was enacted in 1990 through legisla
tion I sponsored on behalf of a Henderson, NV 
company, the Nishika Corp. Since the initial 
duty suspension legislation, the company's 
workforce has more than quadrupled and the 
company has invested over $4 million into its 
facilities, becoming a significant employer in 
the Henderson community. 

The Henderson company, Mr. Speaker, is 
the sole owner of the worldwide patent rights 
for 3-D cameras, whose design and 
photofinishing have been improved by the em
ployees in my district. The camera is unique 
but uses standard 35mm film, from which it 
produces a three-dimensional photograph that 
can be viewed without special glasses. The 
permanent tariff schedules do not adequately 
reflect the unique nature of this camera be
cause in general they cannot respond auto
matically to new developments and tech
nology. New classifications need to be created 
for new products such as the 3-D camera. 

Like almost all of the duty suspensions en
acted in 1990, the suspension for 3-D cam
eras expired at the end of 1992. The Inter
national Trade Commission reviewed the rea
sons for this duty suspension last year in the 
context of my bill to extend it, and found that 
the reasons remain true. However, if the 3-D 
camera duty suspension is not renewed, many 
of the more than 135 people now employed in 
Henderson will be threatened with the dis
appearance of their jobs. I urge the enactment 
of my bill to extend the 3-D camera duty sus
pension from December 31, 1992 to Decem
ber 31, 1996. 

IN HONOR OF THE REVEREND MAC 
WILLIAMS 

HON. MICHAEL BIURAKIS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with sad
ness and a profound sense of loss that I rise 
today to pay tribute to a great American in 
every sense of the word, the Reverend Mac 
Williams of Clearwater. I say sadness and a 
profound sense of loss because the passing of 
Reverend Williams deprives so many people 
of a teacher, a leader, and a brilliant source of 
inspiration. 

The dictionary defines courage as "the men
tal or moral strength to resist opposition, dan
ger, or hardship; firmness in mind and will in 
the face of danger or extreme difficulty." 

Mr. Speaker, to me, understanding courage 
was as simple as having the privilege of being 
in the presence of my dear friend Mac Wil
liams. Courage lived in Mac Williams. It flowed 
through his indomitable spirit, and when he 
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touched people, when he comforted people, 
when he preached to people, they received a 
part of his great courage and made it their 
own. 

The Reverend Williams was a leader from 
the time he preached his first sermon in his 
native North Carolina at age 8. He grew up 
under the weight of racial oppression and led 
the fight locally for racial justice in the great 
struggles of the 1960's, yet he always spoke 
of tolerance and never showed even a trace of 
bitterness. And right up until his death, Mac 
Williams worked tirelessly to promote racial 
harmony and universal understanding. 

Mac Williams graduated from Florida Memo
rial College in Miami and was ordained to 
preach in 1954. Before settling in at Mount 
Carmel, he also worked in a street ministry in 
Clearwater and a prison ministry in the Florida 
State prison system. 

But it was at Mount Carmel where the Rev
erend Williams made his indelible imprint on 
the lives of so many people. For more than 20 
years from his pulpit at Mount Carmel Baptist 
Church, the Reverend Williams was the moral 
beacon of his community. addressing prob
lems both political and personal, while remain
ing a devoted husband to Naomi and a loving 
father to nine beautiful children. 

Never one to rest on his accomplishments 
or avoid controversy, the Reverend Williams in 
1990 personally traveled to South Africa to in
spect that country's progress in overcoming 
the system of apartheid. Upon his return, he 
told his congregation that he believed South 
Africa could one day "become united politi
cally, socially. and spiritually so that all of her 
people can be assured of life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness." 

It has been my distinct honor to call Mac 
Williams my friend. Since 1983, he has been 
gracious enough to serve on my Military Acad
emy Screening Committee, helping to deter
mine which young men and women are best 
suited for a military academy appointment. 
Over the years, I too have benefited from the 
Reverend Williams' experience, love, and 
courage. His friendship has made me a more 
sensitive and conscientious representative of 
the people, a better husband, and a better fa
ther. 

That God would want such a special man 
by his side in heaven is no surprise to me, yet 
like so many he touched and uplifted during 
his 62 years, I know this pain I feel today will 
be with me forever. 

In this brief speck of time on Earth we call 
a life, one can call himself lucky to have 
known at least one hero. The Reverend Mac 
Williams was mine. He not only dreamed, he 
did. He left this world a whole lot better than 
he found it. And I will miss him dearly. 

HONORING HIGH PLAINS BAPTIST 
HOSPITAL 25TH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. BILL SARP ALIUS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to recognize the 25th anniversary of High 
Plains Baptist Hospital in Amarillo, TX. In the 
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1950's, the hospital development fund, led by 
Virgil Patterson, S.B. Whittenburg, C.I. 
"Stoney" Wall, Ted H. Lokey, Wales H. Mad
den, Jr., E.K. Jones, M.D., Joe A. Jenkins, 
J.W. Collins, Kenneth S. Grenewal, Earl 
O'Keefe, and dozens of other men and 
women of great vision, began to study the 
health care needs of Amarillo and the tri-State 
region. 

The High Plains Baptist Hospital develop
ment fund raised over $6 million under the 
auspices of the Amarillo Area Foundation. 
More than 1,000 organizations and individuals 
donated the funds to build the new hospital. 
Community leaders wanted the new hospital 
to be a hospital of great stature that would at
tract the best medical and nursing personnel 
and provide superior quality care in a Christian 
environment. 

Ground was broken for the new hospital on 
April 1, 1966. The Baptist General Convention 
of Texas officially received High Plains Baptist 
Hospital at its grand opening on February 20, 
1968. On that day. the hospital opened with a 
capacity of 68 beds. Today, the hospital is li
censed for 363 beds. They went from 244 em- . 
ployees in 1968 to more than 1 • 700 today. 
Since 1968, High Plains Baptist Hospital has 
treated more than 280,000 inpatients, deliv
ered more than 24,000 babies, treated hun
dreds of thousands of outpatients, and more 
than 67 ,000 day surgery patients. 

High Plains Baptist Hospital has been dedi
cated to providing superior quality health care 
in a Christian environment. They do more than 
care for the physical needs of the sick, they 
provide holistic patient care to meet the phys
ical, spiritual, and emotional needs of those 
they serve. Their dedication to Christian val
ues is felt in every area of the hospital. 

High Plains Baptist Hospital has grown to 
eight floors, with a surgery/critical care unit, 
the Bivins center for physical medicine and re
habilitation, a new day surgery center and 
many other centers of excellence. 

High Plains Baptist Hospital is a nonprofit 
organization and has always been committed 
to making a difference in the community. Bap
tist Hospital strives to fulfill their responsibility 
to the community by donating services, equiv
alent, financial assistance, and volunteer serv
ice to numerous organizations and programs. 

During 1992, they assisted more than 100 
organizations and programs. They also pro
vided more than $1,700,000 in charity health 
care to hundreds of individuals who were un
able to pay for their care. As the premier hos
pital in the region, High Plains Baptist Hos
pital's influence and superior quality care 
stretches across the five State region of the 
Texas Panhandle. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in saluting High Plans Baptist Hospital on 
its 25th anniversary, and the quality health 
care they provide to the citizens of the Texas 
Panhandle and South Plains. 
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COSPONSOR RESOLUTION TO HELP 
END THE BLOCKADE OF ARMENIA 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday. February 17, 1993 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I'd like to take 

this opportunity to invite my colleagues to join 
me in sponsoring a resolution to help end the 
Azerbaijani blockade of Armenia. As a result 
of the blockade, Armenia is facing a winter of 
subzero temperatures without electricity, heat
ing fuel, public transportation, telephone serv
ices, functioning factories, newspapers, and 
fresh water. The recent destruction of the last 
fuel pipeline into Armenia has left tens of thou
sands of its people in danger of death by ex
posure and starvation. 

The resolution I am introducing today con
demns the Azerbaijani blockade and calls for 
continued efforts to send humanitarian assist
ance to Armenia. The resolution also calls for 
aid to be withheld to Azerbaijan until the 
blockade is lifted, pursuant to the Freedom of 
Support Act passed last year. 

For the past 5 years, the blockade has hin
dered Armenia's efforts to recover from the 
devastating 1988 earthquake. The blockade 
also threatens to derail Armenia's successful 
transition to a democratic and free market sys
tem. Now the blockade threatens to take tens 
of thousands of lives. The world community 
cannot tolerate the use of economic strangula
tion against civilian populations as a means of 
achieving political goals. 

In closing, I once again urge my colleagues 
to join me in cosponsoring this resolution to 
help bring an end to the terrible suffering in 
Armenia and Karabagh. 

COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE 
HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS 
AGAINST FAMILY FARMERS 

HON. TIM JOHNSON 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak
er, a constituent, Mr. Ron Wieczorek, has re
quested that the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD re
flect that an organization entitled "Committee 
to Investigate Human Rights Violations 
Against Family Farmers," which is associated 
with the Schiller Institute/Food for Peace and 
Mr. Lyndon LaRouche, has held a series of 
meetings around the Northern Plains, includ
ing one meeting in my State of South Dakota. 
The committee heard 20 hours of testimony 
from 41 witnesses over 4 days and was com
posed of Justice William C. Goodlowe (re
tired), Rev. Wade W. Watts, and Mr. Philip 
Valenti. 

Based on the testimony this committee 
heard, it came to the opinion that the finance 
industry in North and South Dakota has been 
wrongfully liquidating the holdings of family 
farmers. The committee also condemns the ju
dicial system in the Dakotas. A copy of the 
final report written by this organization can be 
secured by the public by writing the committee 
at P.O. Box 66082, Washington, DC 20035. 
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THE CITY OF CERES CELEBRATES 

ITS 75TH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. GARY A. CONDIT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday. February 17, 1993 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the city of Ceres on its 75th anniver
sary. I, as a resident of the city of Ceres, am 
proud to recognize its history. 

Ceres was founded by Daniel Whitmore in 
1867 and became a township in January 
1910. It is a city which has truly been enriched 
by its history and diversity. The name Ceres 
refers to the Roman goddess who presided 
over festivals of fertility and harvest. Ceres 
stands for the health, beauty, fruitfulness, and 
wholesomeness of our community. 

Ceres began as one of California's fine agri
cultural communities. It supplied both Califor
nia's residents as well as the Nation's harvest 
needs in a number of areas. As a small com
munity in the Central Valley, Ceres is recog
nized for its contributions toward agriculture. 

The community of Ceres stands behind its 
people. The population has grown from a few 
hundred to 30,000, but it has always wel
comed newcomers with open arms. During 
this time, Ceres has always sought to protect 
its heritage. Currently, the restoration of the 
123-year-old Daniel Whitmore home is under
way under the leadership of Leona Garrison, 
Caryl Fowler, and Ruth Jorgenson with the 
help of the Soroptimist International of Ceres. 

The city of Ceres is a close-knit, family-ori
ented community. It has always encouraged 
its youth to set goals for themselves and strive 
to reach those goals. Many of its residents 
have served our country proudly in a number 
of different capacities. 

"Together We Achieve" is the slogan that 
Ceres prides itself on. This statement could 
not be more representative of Ceres. 

I am proud to speak before you on the 75th 
anniversary of the city of Ceres. I am equally 
proud to represent it and its citizens. As a 
former city councilman and mayor, I am con
fident Ceres will be as prosperous during the 
next 75 years and will continue to positively 
contribute to our State and Nation. 

A TRIBUTE TO JAMES C. DELONG 

HON. LUCIEN E. BLACKWELL 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute and bid farewell to a man who 
has served the great city of Philadelphia with 
both honor and distinction. As Mr. James C. 
Delong, Philadelphia International Airport's Di
rector of Aviation. leaves for the city of Den
ver, I would like to take a moment to reflect on 
the tremendous accomplishments of this re
markable man. 

Jim arrived in Philadelphia from Houston fol
lowing an extensive nationwide search for a 
director in 1987. Since the beginning of his 
tenure in Philadelphia, Jim has demonstrated 
his firm commitment to making Philadelphia 
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International Airport one of the Nation's finest. 
During my tenure on the Philadelphia City 
Council and in this great institution, Jim has 
helped us to understand that Philadelphia 
International Airport is a critical part of the 
city's and the region's transportation infrastruc
ture, and how its growth and improvement will 
generate economic development, and create 
thousands of jobs. We have strongly sup
ported his multiyear, billion-dollar capacity en
hancement and safety improvement program 
for Philadelphia International Airport, which is 
well underway, and has already marked sev
eral essential milestones, including the open
ing of our beautiful new international terminal. 

Mr. Speaker, while Jim Delong has led our 
efforts to improve Philadelphia International 
Airport's facilities, he has gone far beyond the 
call of duty to make sure that all improvement 
projects benefit our entire community. Last 
year, for example, we worked together to clar
ify and ensure that Federal airport grant funds 
could be used for technical assistance to en
able minority contractors to succeed on airport 
projects. 

In addition to his tremendous responsibility 
as the Director of Aviation, Jim also serves as 
the treasurer of the Airport Council Inter
national [ACI], and is very highly regarded by 
his peers. 

Mr. Speaker, every person that has had the 
pleasure of working with Jim Delong knows 
that his appetite for hard work is insatiable, 
and that he works best in the face of great 
challenges. For this reason, we understand 
that the unique challenge of overseeing Den
ver's new airport presents Jim with an offer he 
could hardly refuse. We are fortunate, how
ever, that we will still be able to benefit from 
his excellent counsel on aviation issues in his 
position with the Airports Council International. 

As James C. Delong prepares for his de
parture, I would like to ask my colleagues to 
rise and join me in paying our greatest tributes 
to Jim, his lovely wife, Nancy, and his two 
sons, Ted and Andy. You will be sorely 
missed in Philadelphia, Jim, but we are secure 
in knowing that the seeds you have planted 
for us in Philadelphia will continue to blossom, 
as Philadelphia International Airport has truly 
become a world-class airport that all of the 
people of Philadelphia can be proud of. May 
your success continue in the Mile High City. 

FEDERAL STUDENT FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE 

HON. TIMOTHY J. PENNY 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, each year the 
Federal Government spends billion of dollars 
to enable students to attend college or other 
postsecondary training. And most of us would 
agree those dollars are well spent-but are 
they wisely spent-and can we do more for 
needy college students and their families? 

The answer is probably yes. To provide 
more Federal student financial assistance, 
however, I have come to the conclusion that 
the current student aid programs need a major 
overhaul. 
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We need a simpler system of student aid. 
We don't need myriad loan programs when 
one would do. We don't need several grant 
and aid programs when one would do. And we 
don't need multiple forms and constant 
changes to existing programs. 

I would urge the Congress to adopt many of 
the reforms in the final report of the National 
Commission on Responsibilities for Financing 
Postsecondary Education. The Commission 
asks us to think anew about student aid, to 
streamline the current morass of aid programs 
and paperwork requirements, and to institute a 
community service incentive program for stu
dents that allows loan forgiveness for service 
in the community. It's time, Mr. Speaker and 
colleagues, to build a better aid system that 
benefits students and their families. Our kids
who are our future-deserve it. 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE SERVICE 
TO OTHERS OF THE TRINITY 
UNIVERSITY VOLUNTARY AC
TION CENTER 

HON. LAMAR S. SMITII 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to recognize the outstanding 
efforts of a group of my constituents in the 
service of others. 

The Trinity University Voluntary Action Cen
ter teaches students to focus not only on their 
roles as future leaders in the fields they are 
pursuing, but also as community leaders while 
in school. 

In the last 2 years the number of student 
volunteer service hours there has exceeded 
20,000. This year nearly one-fifth of the stu
dent body of 2,500 students is participating in 
the 16 programs run by the center. 

They are teaching the illiterate to read and 
building homes for AIDS victims. They are tu
toring students in underprivileged inner-city 
families, and administering a SAMM shelter. In 
projects like these and many others, they are 
making a major difference in the lives of San 
Antonio residents. 

With all of the bad news about social condi
tions in our Nation, Mr. Speaker, it does the 
heart good to be reminded that young people 
such as the students of Trinity University still 
recognize a responsibility to help others less 
fortunate than themselves. 

SELECTING A JURY FOR HAROLD 
E. FORD 

HON. RONALD V. DELLUMS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I take this mo
ment to give expression to the pain I feel may 
result from a single injustice. While my voice 
is but one of a few today, it combines with the 
voices of my brothers and sisters over the 
centuries, and our collective cry will be heard. 

I speak of the extraordinary and convoluted 
attempts that are being made to select a jury 
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in the case of our colleague, Mr. Harold E. 
Ford. The cause of justice will not be served 
if these proceedings are to continue as they 
have so far. 

The jury in the second trial of our colleague, 
6 years after the indictment, will be bussed in 
from an area 90 miles away from the court in 
which the trial is to be conducted. The rea
son? Incredibly we are told that the people in 
Memphis have such high regard for our col
league, that the Government's chances to 
convict Mr. Ford would be lessened. A trial be
fore a jury of his peers is seen to be too dan
gerous a risk for the Government lawyers to 
take. · 

If this is allowed to continue, the African
Americans of this country will be sent the 
message that: First, black men and women 
are incapable of performing as impartial jurors 
in this trial; that second, in trials where the de
fendant is an African-American, the Govern
ment lawyers will be able to bus in the jurors 
that they decide will be more disposed to find 
the defendant guilty, and third, that justice for 
black people is even further from reality than 
before Los Angeles, and everything we may 
have learned from Los Angeles. 

My brothers and sisters continue to be 
disenfranchised. They continue to have their 
dreams of a future without ugly bias deferred 
yet again, and they continue to have their po
litical leaders the subject of targeting by over
zealous Government investigators. 

Mr. Speaker, fair-minded people across our 
land will be justifiably outraged if this manipu
lation of court procedure is allowed to con
tinue. 

TRIBUTE TO REECIE MARSHALL
FOREMAN 

HON. JULlAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to 
have this opportunity to pay tribute to my 
friend, constituent, and dedicated public serv
ant, Ms. Reecie Marshall-Foreman. On Friday, 
February 26, 1993, Reecie's many friends and 
colleagues will gather at the Westin Hotel in 
Los Angeles, CA to pay a well deserved trib
ute to her stellar 32-year career with the Los 
Angeles County Probation Department. 

It is difficult to imagine the probation depart
ment without Reecie for when I reflect on the 
improvements and achievements of this agen
cy, I know that many of them would not have 
occurred but for Reecie's relentless pursuit of 
excellence. 

Reecie joined the Probation Department in 
1961 as a deputy probation officer and in 
1975 was promoted to the position of super
vising deputy probation officer. From 1977 to 
1980, Reecie held the dual titles of personnel 
officer and supervising deputy probation offi
cer. Nineteen-eighty was also the year that 
Reecie shifted responsibilities to become a 
program analyst with the department, a post 
she held for 8 years. Since 1988, Reecie has 
served as probation director I-affirmative ac
tion grievance hearing officer and community 
support campaign coordinator. 
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In addition to her distinguished career with 

the County Probation Department, Reecie is 
the founding member of the California Black 
Correctional Coalition and president of the Los 
Angeles Black Probation Officers Association. 
She also is a member of the executive boards 
for the Crenshaw/Leimert Youth Consortium; 
the Roland Hayes Youth Foundation; the 
Oscar Joel Bryant Foundation Association; 
and Delta Sigma Theta Sorority. Reecie's 
other memberships include Women in Criminal 
Justice; Los Angeles chapter, California Pro
bation Parole Corrections Association; and the 
Congressional Black Caucus Criminal Justice 
Brain Trust. 

Reecie is an active and contributing mem
ber of the New Frontier Democratic Club; a 
panelist on "Black Women in the Community," 
a community affairs program aired on KNXT
TV in Los Angeles; and a guest lecturer at 
junior and senior high schools in the commu
nity. 

For her outstanding service to the commu
nity, her sorority, and the county of Los Ange
les, Reecie is the recipient of numerous 
awards and commendations including Who's 
Who Among Black Women in California; the 
University of Southern California Student 
Women's Caucus Rosa Parks Award; and the 
Los Angeles City Council Community Service 
Award. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have this op
portunity to share with my colleagues this brief 
retrospective on the outstanding career and 
community achievements of Reecie Marshall
Foreman. Those of us who have been fortu
nate to know Reecie take great pride in salut
ing her on a distinguished lifetime of service to 
the citizens of Los Angeles. I now ask my col
leagues to join with me in saying "well done" 
Reecie, and in extending her our very best 
wishes for good fortune in the years to come. 

IN TRIBUTE TO ARTHUR ASHE 

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Arthur Ashe, whose recent death 
was a profound loss for our Nation. He thrilled 
the world with his great athletic ability and in
spired us all with his courage and his commit
ment to human rights and AIDS education. 

Mr. Ashe broke through many barriers in his 
all too short life: he was the first black man on 
the U.S. Davis Cup team, the first to win 
Wimbledon, and the first black man to be in
ducted into the Tennis Hall of Fame. He was 
a dignified, educated role model for all young 
people. While earning enormous respect both 
inside and outside of the tennis community, he 
set enduring standards for all of us to admire. 
Arthur Ashe reminded us that hard work, dedi
cation, and strong character are essential to 
overcoming obstacles and achieving success. 

In his last year of life, he committed himself 
to educating others about AIDS-Which he 
contracted in 1983 through a blood transfusion 
during open heart surgery. His inner strength 
and courage masked the extreme difficulties 
he faced in his final days, as he radiated a 
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kind of inner peace that gave Al OS patients 
and others inspiration and encouragement to 
fight the disease. At all times, Arthur Ashe 
was a leader and role model in our commu
nity, standing up against the greatest of odds 
and fighting to the end against the disease 
that finally overcame him. For all of his re
markable qualities, Mr. Speaker, Arthur Ashe 
will be greatly missed-but he leaves behind 
a lasting legacy of achievement, courage, and 
service to others. 

TO ENCOURAGE FREE-TRADE 
AGREEMENTS WITH THE PACIFIC 
RIM 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, recently I intro
duced legislation, H.R. 763, for the purpose of 
encouraging the establishment of free-trade 
areas between the United States and certain 
Pacific rim countries. 

This legislation directs the President to initi
ate preliminary consultations with the govern
ment of each eligible Pacific rim country to de
termine the feasibility and desirability of nego
tiating the elimination of tariff and nontariff bar
riers in the context of a bilateral free-trade 
agreement. If a positive determination is 
made, the President shall request a meeting 
at the ministerial level with the government of 
that country to consider the conditions under 
which formal negotiations regarding a free
trade agreement could be commenced. The 
eligible countries include Indonesia, Malaysia, 
the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Brunei, 
Australia, New Zealand, Taiwan, South Korea, 
Japan, and Hong Kong. 

This legislation offers a number of real ad
vantages such as dispelling the fear of region
alism and improving our trade ties with the Pa
cific rim. 

The recent signing of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement [NAFTA] represents 
America's commitment to trade liberalization 
with Mexico as well as with the world trading 
community as a whole. However, for some 
countries, especially our Asian trading part
ners, this action represents one more step to
ward a hemisphere wide free-trade area in 
which a fortress America will emerge. The 
concern with trading blocs, such as those cre
ated by NAFTA and the full integration of the 
European Community, is that countries outside 
of the trading bloc will be prevented from trad
ing with countries in it. 

While I believe that such trading blocs can 
provide a growth model to encourage other 
areas of the world to open their markets, at 
the same time it is important that we seek to 
dispel any fear of fortress America. This would 
certainly be accomplished by passing legisla
tion to encourage free-trade agreements with 
the Pacific rim. 

Finally, the real advantage of this legislation 
is that it will improve our trade ties with the 
Pacific rim. There is every indication that Asia 
will be the center of growth over the next dec
ade. In fact, it has been estimated that their 
economy is expected to grow 8 percent a year 
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this decade. Since 1980, U.S. trade with the 
Pacific rim has increased by 165 percent. In 
1992, total trade between the United States 
and Asia topped $300 billion, compared with 
total trade with Europe which was $180 billion. 
Clearly it would be foolhardy not to preserve 
and enhance our trading relationship with that 
part of the world. 

The creation of bilateral free-trade agree
ments is desirable by virtue of the fact that 
they increase competition, eliminate ineffi
ciency, and ultimately result in lower costs to 
consumers. In addition to the economic gains, 
FT A's carry with them strategic and political 
advantages. As economies become increas
ingly interdependent, the stake in a lasting 
peace rise as well. 

I urge my colleagues to join me and Con
gressman GIBBONS, chairman of the Ways and 
Means Trade Subcommittee, in cosponsoring 
H.R. 763. 

BIRTHDAY TRIBUTE TO ROSE 
PACELLA 

HON. RON KLINK 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex
tend my best wishes and warmest thoughts to 
Mrs. Rose Colao Pacella, who will be celebrat
ing her 93d birthday on Wednesday, February 
4, 1993. 

Mrs. Pacella was born in 1900 to Vito and 
Carmella Colao in Ellwood City, PA. In 1915, 
she married her husband, the late John 
Pacella. 

John and Rose had six children, four of 
whom are still alive and living in Ellwood City. 
In addition, Rose has 18 grandchildren, 29 
great grandchildren and two great- great
grandchildren. 

Mrs. Pacella is a member of the Purification 
of the Blessed Virgin Mary Roman Catholic 
Church in Ellwood City and a member of the 
Corona D'ltalia of the Sons of Italy and the La
dies Auxiliary of the Sons of Columbus. 

Rose Pacella also keeps busy by cheering 
for her beloved Pittsburgh Pirates on tele
vision, reading, crocheting, and playing bingo. 

Happy 93d birthday to Rose Colao Pacella 
and many happy returns. 

THE NORTH CAROLINA WILDER
NESS PROTECTION ACT OF 1993 

HON. C~ BALLENGER 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
reintroducing ·the Western North Carolina Wil
derness Protection Act. This bill passed the 
House during both the 101 st and 102d Con
gresses. 

Lost Cove and Harper Creek, located in the 
Pisgah and Nantahala National Forests, were 
identified and mapped as potential wilderness 
areas by the U.S. Forest Service in 1977. 
Later, in 1984, both areas were designated as 
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wilderness study areas. In 1987, the Forest share the burden of deficit reduction equitably 
Service designated them recommended for will be a welcome and refreshing start. 
wilderness. It is time that Congress enacted 
that recommendation into law. 

The previous designation of this land as a 
wilderness study area by the U.S. Forest 
Service reveals its intent to protect the area 
from timber harvesting. Furthermore, its low 
value for timbering makes designation of this 
extraordinarily beautiful area as wilderness, all 
the more reasonable. 

Lost Cove and Harper Creek would be a 
welcome addition to the small wilderness in 
North Carolina, easing the burden of use on 
the Linville Gorge Wilderness Area, also lo
cated in the Pisgah National Forest. The pro
posed wilderness area, spanning barely 
13,000 acres, comprises less than 10 percent 
of the million acres of the Pisgah and 
Nantahala National Forests. It boasts 1 ,000-
foot cliffs and numerous waterfalls. It is unique 
in that it contains black bear sanctuaries and 
native trout populations. Additionally, this 
beautiful wilderness is surrounded by Forest 
Service roads, making it easily accessible to 
tourists and residents who want to hunt, fish, 
camp, and hike. 

This land warrants our protection for gen
erations to come. The growing demand for wil
derness recreation, coupled with the need to 
preserve the rich biological diversity of the 
southern Appalachian Mountains, makes legis
lative action imperative. Please join me in des
ignating this treasured land as wilderness by 
granting the support you gave during the 1 02d 
Congress. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ADDRESS TO 
THE NATION 

HON. ED PASTOR 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, if President 
Clinton's address of Monday night is any pre
view of the economic package he will unveil 
later today, then Americans can finally expect 
to get some truth in budgeting. In the last 12 
years we've seen the budget deficit swell to 
unprecedented heights. Past budgets were so 
loaded with gimmicks and faulty assumptions 
that the budget process became nothing more 
than a shell game between the executive and 
legislative branches with the American people 
being the loser. The U.S. economy's ability to 
generate new wealth and new jobs is deterio
rating at an accelerated rate. Either we 
change the course of our past economic direc
tions or we continue to rob present and future 
generations of Americans a quality standard of 
living. 

To lay the foundation for future economic 
growth, we must stimulate new sources of 
public and private investment. To reclaim our 
future and pay for these investments, we must 
reduce the budget deficit. We don't know the 
full details of President Clinton's economic 
plan, but a budget without gimmicks and an 
economic strategy that requires everyone to 

CONGRATULATIONS TO SAM AND 
SEMA HELLER 

HON. ROBERT G. TORRICELLI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great respect and admiration that I address 
my colleagues in the House today, for I rise to 
extend my heartiest congratulations and 
warmest best wishes to Sam and Serna Heller 
who were selected by the Congregation Beth 
Aaron as their 1993 United Jewish Community 
honorees. 

The Hellers have resided in Teaneck for 14 
years and have two children. Both Sam and 
Serna have been involved in the community 
through various groups and organizations. 
They are both committed to strengthening the 
United Jewish Community's Regular and Exo
dus Campaigns. 

Sam serves as a board member of Con
gregation Beth Aaron, the United Jewish Com
munity, and the Jewish Community Relations 
Council of the UJC. He has chaired Beth Aar
on's Operation Exodus Campaign, which 
raised over $300,000. At the present time, he 
serves as chairman of the UJC's Teaneck
Bergenfield campaign. Professionally, Sam 
currently serves as the vice president for fi
nance for the Visiting Nurse Service of New 
York, which is the largest nonprofit home 
health care agency in the country. 

Serna has helped organize Beth Aaron's 
Operation Exodus event, as well as the Tea
neck Thank You America program, for which 
Sam served as cochairman. The program fea
tured Jewish emigres from Ethiopia and the 
former Soviet Union. Making use of her art de
gree, Serna has applied her artistic talents to 
designing and producing a mural in one of 
Beth Aaron's youth group rooms. Serna has 
also worked professionally with children; both 
as a nursery school teacher and as a syna
gogue youth group leader. She currently 
serves as the bookkeeper at both Temple 
Beth El in Closter and at the Jewish Center in 
Teaneck. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join in paying 
tribute to Sam and Serna Heller. I am sure 
they will continue to provide invaluable serv
ices to their community which truly make a dif
ference in society. I extend my best wishes to 
them on this most special occasion. 

CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION OF 
WOMEN'S BASKETBALL 

HON. RICHARD E. NEAL 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take a moment to recognize the 
fact that on February 27, the city of North
ampton is proud to be the host of the centen-
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nial celebration of women's basketball. Smith 
College staged the first formal game in wom
en's collegiate basketball history on March 22, 
1893, and is going to celebrate its 1 OOth anni
versary on February 20. 

Today, 100 years later, the game has grown 
in popularity, style, and fan appeal. An accom
plishment which the Smith community, which 
has always beeh considered a leader in inno
vation, should take great pride in. 

The first game was played between Smith's 
freshman class of 1896 and its sophomore 
class of 1895. The sophomores schooled the 
freshmen that year, beating them 5 to 4, with 
nine players to a side. The game was played 
in Alumnae Gymnasium, which is still used to 
house many of the archives documenting 
Smith's basketball history. 

These documents should serve as a con
stant reminder of how far society has come, in 
terms of challenging old accepted norms of 
behavior. Among the items in the archives is 
a memo from Senda Bersenson who began 
teaching the game at Smith in 1892, and 
scripted the first set of women's rules. The 
memo states that men were not welcome in 
the gym during women's basketball events. A 
rule which existed because women wore 
bloomers in those days and men were not to 
see them. 

If I may quote Aristotle, "Dignity consists not 
in possessing honors, but in the conscious
ness that we deserve them." Admittedly, wom
ens basketball players over the years have not 
always been rewarded the honors they have 
deserved, but it has been through their efforts, 
as well as others, that society has drastically 
changed its perspective over the last 100 
years. For as Margaret Thatcher, the former 
Prime Minister of England, once said "You 
may have to fight a battle more than once to 
win it." 

On the evening of February 27, Smith Col
lege will hold a dinner to celebrate women's 
basketball. At this dinner Cheryl Miller, one of 
the finest collegiate basketball players ever, as 
well as Judy Sweet the athletic director of the 
University of San Diego and the first female 
president of the NCAA will be the featured 
quests. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this 
moment to salute women's basketball and 
those who were and are willing to examine 
and explore changes in conventional social 
and cultural custom. 

SALUTE TO CATHERINE BROCK 

HON. NEWf GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

recognize the years of dedication to me and 
the entire Sixth District of Georgia by Cath
erine Brock. Catherine has worked for the 
Sixth District since I was elected to Congress, 
and she will be sorely missed. 

Catherine always approached her job with 
the highest level of professionalism and dedi
cation. These qualities had a profound effect 
on helping the residents of the Sixth District 
live better lives-a debt that can never be re
paid. 

Catherine and her husband are personal 
friends, and they will forever be in our 
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thoughts and prayers. It is fitting that the entire 
House of Representatives know about her val
uable contribution to making this country bet
ter. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO BAN SEMIAUTOMATIC AS
SAULT WEAPONS 

HON. LUIS V. GUTIERRFl 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, today, I am 
introducing my first piece of legislation as a 
Member of Congress. I begin my congres
sional career with this bill because I know its 
introduction is critical to the welfare and safety 
of my constituents in the Fourth Congressional 
District of Illinois and the American people. I 
believe the timeliness and strength of the pro
visions in this bill are a reflection of the sever
ity of the problem and my ardent commitment 
of combating violent crime in our country. The 
principal objective of this bill is to ban the do
mestic manufacture and sale of semiautomatic 
assault weapons, except those determined 
suitable for sporting purposes. Banning as
sault weapons is the first battle in the war to 
take back our streets and our neighborhoods, 
allowing our children the simple freedom to 
make it through each day unharmed and with
out fear. 

Our country has the highest rate of violent 
crime in the world. We read facts like this 
every day and yet, are immune to their signifi
cance. Maybe we really do not realize the se
riousness of the problem. Maybe we are afraid 
to face up to the enormity of the problem, but 
unfortunately, many American people, includ
ing our constituents, our neighbors, our fami
lies and even our children, whether directly or 
indirectly, come face to face with violence 
every day. I believe it is my responsibility as 
a Member of Congress and as a U.S. citizen 
to address this problem quickly and effectively. 

I believe the threat and danger of semiauto
matic assault weapons in this country are 
grossly understated. In 1988, crimes involving 
assault weapons rose more than 78 percent 
over 1987. In addition, Cox Newspapers found 
that although semiautomatic assault weapons 
only comprise 0.5 percent of all firearms in cir
culation, nearly 30 percent of all firearms 
traced to organized crime, drug trafficking, and 
crimes involving terrorists in the United States 
in 1988 and the first quarter of 1989 were 
semiautomatic assault weapons. Also, con
trary to claims by the National Rifle Associa
tion, revolvers and other types of firearms are 
being outnumbered by semiautomatic pistols 
as the weapons criminals use most. 

Shooting 106 rounds in less than 2 minutes, 
Patrick Purdy killed 5 children and injured 30 
more in Stockton, CA. It is just as likely that 
Patrick Purdy could have killed five children in 
your city or at one of your schools. Twenty
three people killed, 19 injured in Killeen, TX. 
Just last month, two people killed, three more 
injured outside CIA headquarters in Langley, 
VA. Guns used in crimes such as these and 
others are manufactured right here in the Unit-
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ed States of America. lntratec U.S.A. Inc., 
markets their semiautomatic pistol as a gun as 
tough as your toughest customer. Obviously, 
these companies are arming a specific seg
ment of Americans for some pretty tough cus
tomers. Repeatedly, Congress has given in to 
special interests and allowed the sale of 
weapons like the AK-47, the UZI carbine, and 
the TEC-9 pistol to continue. We cannot stand 
by silently when legislatively we can put an 
end to the availability to these weapons. 

Semiautomatic assault weapons have be
come the weapon of choice for this Nation's 
criminals. Although President Bush banned 
the importation of semiautomatic assault 
weapons, a study by the Cox Newspapers 
found that two-thirds of the assault weapons 
traced to crime are produced domestically and 
therefore, are not affected by the ban. As one 
researcher put it, the Bush administration has 
encouraged a bizarre "Buy American" policy. 
In most parts of the country, these guns are 
still readily and instantly available to anyone. 
According to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
and Firearms, there are 1 million semiauto
matic assault weapons in circulation. 

Even though 72 percent of Americans na
tionwide, as well as major national law en
forcement organizations, AFL-CIO, AARP, 
AFSCME, NEA, National Urban Coalition, U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, American Academy of 
Pediatrics, ABA, and the American Public 
Health Association, support a ban on semi
automatic assault firearms, there has been lit
tle action taken by the Federal Government. 
One reason for such reluctance is the strength. 
of organizations such as the NRA. However, I, 
like many of you, ran my campaign on the 
theme of change. We must remember that we 
are not beholden to groups like the NRA. We 
are accountable only to our constituents and 
the American people. 

However, because of possible misrepresen
tations by groups like the NRA, it is important 
for you to understand the bill in its entirety. 
This bill bans the possession and transfer of 
semiautomatic assault weapons. It also bans 
the manufacture of any shotgun which uses a 
revolving cylinder, such as the Striker 12 and 
the Streetsweeper. As Bush's bill exempted 
guns designed for sporting purposes from the 
import ban, this bill exempts such models for 
domestic manufacture. Any weapon des
ignated by the Secretary of the Treasury as 
meeting the sporting purposes criteria can be 
manufactured and sold and would still be 
available to responsible gun owners and 
sportsmen. I believe this exemption allows 
those who use semiautomatic guns for legiti
mate, legal purposes to continue to do so. 
However, those weapons that can only be 
characterized as destructive and that are pri
marily used by this Nation's most violent crimi
nals, such as drug traffickers and street 
gangs, will be affected by the ban. The bill 
also provides that any crime committed with a 
semiautomatic assault weapon carries an en
hanced penalty of 1 O years in prison. 

I have had enough of the crime on our 
streets. In my hometown of Chicago, there 
was an 80 percent increase in the number of 
guns processed by the Chicago Police Depart
ment and a 192-percent increase in the num
ber of murders due to unidentifiable firearms. 
I made a commitment to the people in the 
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Fourth Congressional District of Illinois that I 
would work hard to stop violent crime in their 
area. I have also made a commitment to the 
American people to protect their safety and 
right to a decent way of life. I am dedicated to 
this commitment and will aggressively pursue 
this legislation and others like it to ensure 
safer streets and neighborhoods across our 
country. 

STUDENT LOAN AFFORDABILITY 
ACT 

HON. H. MARTIN LANCASTER 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join with my colleague and fellow 
North Carolinian, Mr. PRICE, and others in in
troducing again our bill that would restore the 
tax deductibility of student loan interest and 
restore the full tax-exempt status for scholar
ships and fellowships. I think this legislation is 
important because it extends tax fairness to 
low- and middle-income students-those hard
est hit by fiscal pressures that have cut or lim
ited the growth of many important financial aid 
programs. 

Tight Federal budgets and spiralling costs in 
recent years has caused a shift in the balance 
between Federal student loans and grant as
sistance. According to the College Board, in 
the mid-1970's about 76 percent of Federal 
student aid was awarded in grants, 20 percent 
in loans, and 3 percent in work-study aid; in 
the 1987-88 academic year, about 67 percent 
of Federal student aid was awarded in loans, 
29 percent in grants and 3 percent in work
study. As a result, many students incur con
siderable debt to attend college, and many are 
opting not to pursue higher education and 
forego the accompanying indebtedness. 

Our legislation would remove this barrier 
and provide added access for all interested 
and able individuals who want to attend col
lege, but are forced to borrow in order to meet 
the cost of college attendance. The deduction 
for qualified educational loan interest would 
apply to any indebtedness incurred by the tax
payer, spouse, or dependent to pay tuition, 
fees, books, supplies, and reasonable living 
expenses while away from home. 

The exclusion from income of scholarship 
proceeds used for room and board would 
apply to unrestricted scholarship funds, or the 
portion of a scholarship that is not designated 
for tuition, fees, and supplies. Since scholar
ship proceeds are not earned income, it is 
grossly unfair for students to have to pay in
come tax on scholarship funds and thus re
duce their value. 

Mr. Speaker, for decades, America has of
fered college and university programs that 
rank among the best in the world. But their es
calating cost and the shift from grant assist
ance to Federal student loans now threatens 
to set up new, impenetrable barriers for many 
Americans. The Student Loan Affordability Act 
will effectively strip down these barriers and 
help make the cost of attending college afford
able again. 
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MANDATORY MINIMUMS OPENING 

STATEMENT 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased today to introduce the Sentencing 
Uniformity Act of 1993. This legislation will 
abolish mandatory minimum sentences 
throughout the Federal criminal laws. The 
act's premise is that mandatory minimum sen
tences are inherently incompatible with the 
mandate of the U.S. Sentencing Commission. 
The Commission's purpose is to create sen
tencing guidelines directed toward the specif
ics of the offender and the offense, to reduce 
disparities and inequities in sentencing, and to 
create certainty of punishment. 

Due to rising concerns about the country's 
serious crime problem over the last two dec
ades, however, the Federal Government 
began imposing mandatory minimum sen
tences for specific crimes, even though a Sen
ate Judiciary report on the issue stated that: 

The Committee generally looks with disfa
vor on statutory minimum sentences to im
prisonment since their inflexibility occasion
ally results in too harsh an application of 
the law and often results in detrimental cir
cumvention of the laws. 

Despite this warning, our criminal justice 
system contains over 100 criminal statutes 
with mandatory minimum sentences. 

The Sentencing Commission reports that 
the proliferation of mandatory minimums cre
ates serious conflicts with its mandate. By 
transferring sentencing power from Federal 
judges to Federal prosecutors, who are parties 
to the litigation, these sentences have perpet
uated the very disparities the Commission was 
created to eliminate. 

The sentencing disparities stem not from 
neutral factors, but from consideration of inap
propriate factors such as race, gender, crime 
rates and caseloads, and circuit and proseci.J
torial practices. White defendants continue to 
receive lesser sentences than African-Amer
ican and Hispanic defendants convicted of 
similar crimes. Additionally, defendants whose 
conduct appears to warrant application of 
mandatory minimum statutes do not receive 
those sentences approximately 41 percent of 
the time. Thirty-five percent of defendants at 
the highest drug offender levels do not receive 
mandatory sentences. 

Not only has mandatory minimum sentenc
ing perpetuated many disparities, it has actu
ally created many more. The prison terms re
quired by these sentences have often dramati
cally outweighed the severity of the offenses 
and the culpability of the offenders. Nonviolent 
first offenders often receive longer sentences 
than prisoners with long criminal records. 

One of the greatest drawbacks of manda
tory minimum sentencing is its cost. A New 
York Times article recently reported that for 
1993, States have allocated $2 billion to build 
prisons and $15 billion to operate them, yet 
they still cannot absorb the growing U.S. pris
on population, which doubled in the 1980's. 
Corrections costs are taking up two-thirds of 
States' budgets in a time when our financial 
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priorities should lie in areas such as health 
care and education. In the words of Lynn 
Branham, law professor and former chair of 
the American Bar Association's Committee on 
Corrections Policy, "It's time to say that the 
emperor has no clothes, that with all these 
tough new laws we are not safer and we're 
going broke." 

Mandatory minimum sentences have filled 
our prisons with first-time and nonviolent of
fenders. They leave little room in our over
crowded prisons for violent offenders. Further, 
they burden the judicial system by reducing 
the incentive of defendants to plead guilty to 
receive a lighter sentence. Now, defendants 
who would normally plead guilty will demand 
trials instead, clogging the courts and diverting 
judicial resources away from more serious 
cases. 

Judges across the country believe the need 
for eliminating mandatory minimums grows 
greater every day, as disparity in criminal sen
tencing and overburdening of our prison sys
tem continue. A Federal judge in California ac
tually resigned in protest of mandatory mini
mums. Indeed, not just individual judges but 
the entire U.S. Judicial Conference, all 12 judi
cial circuits, numerous bar associations, the 
Federal Courts Study Committee, and citizens 
groups across the country are calling for an 
end to mandatory minimums. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Sen
tencing Uniformity Act of 1993. 

THE PLIGHT OF THE ARMENIAN 
PEOPLE 

HON. GARY A. CONDIT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 17, 1993 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
speak to this Chamber about an issue of great 
importance to me and the people of my dis
trict, the 18th District of California. That issue 
is the plight of the Armenian people. · 

I'm sure many of you in this Chamber saw 
a recent article in the Washington Post detail
ing the horrible situation in Armenia. These 
people, after an age long struggle to win their 
independence, are now suffering due to lack 
of food, heat and hope. The Armenian people 
are starving due to a 4-year blockage by the 
Azerbaijani Government. Their last fuel line 
was recently destroyed. Armenia has been 
completely cut off from fuel supplies and as a 
result, transportation and telephone services 
have ceased. Tens of thousands of Armenian 
people will no doubt soon perish due to the 
lack of heat and food, as well as needed med
ical supplies. 

Press reports out of Yerevan speak of do
mesticated animals roaming the streets, in 
wild packs looking for food, and beginning to 
attack humans. Curfews have been set up in 
many Armenian cities so that these animals 
can be destroyed so that they cannot harm 
humans. The core of a nuclear plant is dete
riorating, due to a lack of power. 

In December, the United Nations sent out 
an international plea for humanitarian aid to 
the former republic of the Soviet Union. We 
must continue to heed this call. 
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Early last week, I circulated a letter asking 

President Clinton to make sure that the food 
that is being gathered both in the United 
States and around the world to make sure the 
food gets through to them in a timely manner. 
I was proud to have more than 40 of my col
leagues join me in concern for the welfare of 
the Armenian people as they struggle to pre
serve a way of life that most of us take for 
granted. 

But our concern is not enough. We must 
take action to ensure that the food gets 
through, that heat is restored and that hope 
can flourish in an unstable region of th.e world. 
That is why I want to let my colleagues know 
about a nationwide effort that is currently un
derway to send humanitarian aid to the Arme
nian people. It is called Operation Winter. All 
across the country, people are being asked to 
donate winter clothes, non-perishable foods 
and medicines that will be shipped to Armenia 
in February, March, and April. This is one way 
that we can let the people of Armenia know 
that they are not forgotten. 

The United States Government, along with 
the international community, must force the 
Azerbaijani Government to stop this inhumane 
treatment of Armenians by the lifting of the 
blockade, make sure food and medical sup
plies get through to needed areas and resta
bilize this volatile area within the former Soviet 
Union. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in making 
certain that needed food and medical supplies 
arrive in Armenia in a timely manner and that 
we help to restore decent living conditions to 
the people of this country. 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resol ution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest-designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meeti ngs scheduled for Thursday, 
February 18, 1993, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

FEBRUARY 19 
9:00a.m. 

Budget 
To continue hearings to review the Ad

ministration's economic proposal. 
SD-008 
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9:30 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
Regulation and Government Information 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine contracting 

problems of the Resolution Trust Cor
poration. 

SD-342 
lO:OOa.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on the Federal Re

serve's monetary policy report for 1993. 
SD-G50 

FEBRUARY22 
10:00 a.m. 

Joint Economic 
To hold hearings on the Administration's 

economic proposal. 
2172 Rayburn Building 

FEBRUARY23 
9:30 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold joint hearings with the House 

Committee on Veterans Affairs to re
view the legislative recommendations 
of the Disabled American Veterans. 

345 Cannon Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on the Administration's 
transportation funding proposal for fis
cal year 1993. 

SD-192 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold hearings on environmental tech
nology, focusing on the relationship be
tween business and the environment. 

SD-406 
2:00 p.m. 

Joint Organization of Congress 
To hold hearings to examine congres

sional reform proposals, focusing on 
procedures for enforcing ethical stand
ards. 

H-5, Capitol 

FEBRUARY24 
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 4, to promote the 

industrial competitiveness and eco
nomic growth of _the U.S. by strength
ening and expanding the civilian tech
nology programs of the Department of 
Commerce. 

SR-253 
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Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold oversight hearings on energy tax 
options. 

SH-216 
Special on Aging 

To hold hearings to examine the Federal 
Government's role in the research and 
development of new pharmaceutical 
products in the U.S., focusing on AIDS 
and cancer drug treatments. 

SD-G50 

FEBRUARY25 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on S. 338, to revise the 

Petroleum Marketing Practices Act to 
clarify the Federal standards governing 
the termination and nonrenewal of 
franchises and franchise relationships 
for the sale of motor fuel. 

SD-366 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans Affairs to re
view the legislative recommendations 
of the Paralyzed Veterans of America, 
the Blinded Veterans of America, the 
Military Order of the Purple Heart, the 
Jewish War Veterans. and the Retired 
Officers Association. 

345 Cannon Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Finance 
To hold hearings on U.S. trade policy is

sues. 
Room to be announced 

Small Business 
To hold oversight hearings on the Small 

Business Administration's microloan 
demonstration program. 

SR-428A 
Joint Organization of Congress 

To resume hearings to examine congres
sional reform proposals. focusing on 
procedures for enforcing ethical stand
ards. 

S-5, Capitol 
2:00 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 206, to designate 

certain lands in the State of Colorado 
as components of the National Wilder
ness Preservation System, and S. 341, 
to provide for a land exchange between 
the Secretary of Agriculture and Eagle 
and Pitkin Counties in Colorado. 

SD-366 
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MARCH2 

9:30 a.m. 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 185, to restore to 
Federal civilian employees their right 
to participate voluntarily, as private 
citizens, in the political processes of 
the nation, to protect such employees 
from improper political solicitations. 

SD-342 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans Affairs to re
view the legislative recommendations 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

345 Cannon Building 

MARCH3 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

calendar business. 
SD-366 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on S. 3, S. 7, S. 62, S. 87, 

and S. 94, Congressional election cam
paign finance reform proposals. 

SR-301 

MARCH4 
9:30 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To continue hearings on S. 3, S. 7, S. 62, 

S. 87, and S. 94, Congressional election 
campaign finance reform proposals. 

SR-301 

MARCH 18 
9:30 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
Business meeting, to mark up proposed 

legislation relating to Congressional 
election campaign finance reform. 

SR-301 

MARCH31 
9:30 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold joint hearings with the House 

Committee on Veterans Affairs to re
view the legislative recommendations 
of AMVETS, the Veterans of World 
War I, the Vietnam Veterans of Amer
ica, the American Ex-Prisoners of War, 
and the Non-Commissioned Officers As
sociation. 

345 Cannon Building 
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